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NURTURING DIALOGUE

ABSTRACT

Peer review is a vital part of academic scholarship, 
but providing high-quality reviews can be challeng-
ing and specific expectations for peer reviews may 
differ from one journal to another. The Dialog is 
an open-access journal focused on early childhood 
inclusion and welcomes submissions from a vari-
ety of authors, including professionals and families 
outside academia. Reviewing for The Dialog requires 
an understanding of the role of peer review in schol-
arship, knowledge about specific review expectations 
for the journal, and an appreciation of the diverse 
voices represented among journal authors. This article 
provides practical guidance for reviewers.
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Peer review is a form of dialogue about scholar-
ship, including research and practitioner-focused 
research-to-practice manuscripts. The peer review 
process is used to ensure high-quality scholarship is 
accepted and published in academic journals, such 
as The Dialog (Ali & Watson, 2016). Peer review 
helps distinguish scholarly works from manuscripts 
published in mainstream publications (Kochetkov, 
2026). The role of peer reviews is to identify both 
strengths and areas for improvement of submitted 
manuscripts (Hoffman, 2022) and support authors 
in improving their work before it is published (Ali & 
Watson, 2016; Sundeen et al., 2025). The use of peer 
review can also provide an avenue for researchers 
to engage in meaningful dialogue with other schol-
ars regarding their own work and broader related 
research in the field (Kochetkov, 2026). This dialogue 
helps to improve the writing skills of authors over 
time (Wang & Chen, 2026).
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Following the Dialogue: A Step-by-Step Look at 
the Review Process 

	
While the peer review process is similar for 

most journals, it is important to understand the 

specific steps for manuscripts submitted to The 
Dialog. Figure 1 outlines these steps. Please note 
that some manuscripts require multiple rounds of 
revision and Steps 8 through 10 may occur more 
than once.
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Figure 1

The Peer Review Process

Note. *Flowchart made by ClaudeAI with steps written into prompt and revisions made by the au-
thors.
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Engaging in the Dialogue: Conducting Peer 
Reviews for The Dialog

	
When reviewing articles, it is important to 

keep the peer review framework in mind. A re-
view should provide constructive feedback focused 
on enhancing the manuscript and providing new 
knowledge to the field. With this in mind, there are 
several areas for consideration when reviewing a 

manuscript for The Dialog. These include consid-
ering the relevance of the manuscript for the jour-
nal, the quality of the Methods and Results, and the 
contextualizing of the study within the extant liter-
ature (APA, 2026; Wiley, n.d.). These key areas for 
dialogue and considerations are presented in Table 
1. How these are applied varies based on the type of 
manuscript that is being reviewed.
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Table 1

Considerations in Peer Review

Areas for dialogue within a review Considerations

Research Questions or Research 
Aims

●	 In empirical studies, are the questions and aims clearly stated?

Relevance and Contribution ●	 Is this article relevant for The Dialog audience?

●	 Does the article provide knowledge that can strengthen inclusion, 
preparation, practice, or policy in early childhood?

●	 Do the authors make this contribution clear within their work?

Methods ●	 Do the methods address the research questions/aims?

●	 Is sufficient detail provided such that another researcher could 
replicate the approach?

●	 Are tools and procedures adequately described so that the reader 
can tell if they address the research questions? 

Results ●	 Were the correct analyses used to address the research question or 
for the data?

●	 Do the authors provide sufficient data to support their description 
of the results (for all types of studies)?

Contextualization within the extant 
literature 

●	 Do the authors adequately synthesize the extant literature to build 
a rationale for the study or conceptual?

●	 Are key constructs described/defined using the extant literature 
and applied consistently throughout the manuscript?

●	 Do authors connect their findings to the broader literature demon-
strating how their work is situated within current knowledge? 

Clarity ●	 Is writing clear and logically ordered?

●	 Do the authors write coherently for The Dialog audience?

●	 Do the authors use text structures and APA sufficiently to support 
the readability of the manuscript?
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  The Dialog publishes multiple types of articles 
relevant for the field. The first are Research Articles. 
These may be the most familiar to reviewers. These 
are articles that report on original research, reflect-
ing current best practices. For these types of articles 
reviewers would want to consider the rigor of the 
methods along with the implications for The Dialog 
audience. Similarly, Reviews of the Literature are 
also empirical articles that include clear methods 
and procedures for conducting the reviews and an-
alyzing findings. Again, reviewers should consider 
both the methods and the relevant contribution 
of the findings for the field. Conceptual Articles 
present theoretical or conceptual frameworks, or 
perspectives on current issues in the field relevant 
to The Dialog audience. Although not empirical, 
this type of manuscript should draw heavily from 
the theoretical and empirical literature. Review-
ers should consider the quality of the framework 
as well as how the work contributes to inclusion, 
practice, preparation, and policy in early child-
hood. The final article type is Dialogs From the 
Field. These manuscripts are unique to The Dialog 
and are intended to showcase the lived experiences 
and practices from the field and therefore embody 
the research-to-practice mindself of the journal. In 
sharing innovative or effective practices these arti-
cles should connect back to the extant literature to 
ground described practice in evidence and support 
claims and recommendations. Reviewers should 
still consider the relevance and empirical base of 
the work for The Dialog audience.

There are several different ways that reviews 
can be structured, often varying based on the ar-
ticle types and the key considerations. One con-
vention for opening article reviews is to start by 
providing a statement summarizing the article (e.g., 

“This article describes an early childhood coaching 
intervention”), followed by a statement indicating 
how ready the manuscript is for publication with-
out indicating an accept, revise, or reject decision 
and the potential contributions of the work to the 
field (e.g., “With some clarity in the methods, this 
work can contribute a new model for implement-
ing coaching for inclusive preschool classrooms.”)

There are several different options for orga-
nizing the remainder of the review. One common 
format is to organize the review by the typical man-
uscript headings (Introduction, Method, Results, 

Discussion) providing feedback on each section. 
Another format is to provide feedback along the 
categories of consideration provided in Table 1. A 
third, and similar option is to provide a list of key 
points of feedback. This approach is often useful 
when there are a few main areas of concern that 
are relevant to multiple sections of the manuscript. 
To a certain extent this is a matter of personal pref-
erence in how the reviewer chooses to organize 
their ideas. Some find it helpful to always use the 
same template or organizational structure for each 
review whereas others find it helpful to organize 
the structure of the review based on the individual 
manuscript.  Reviewers are welcome to seek guid-
ance from journal editors at any time to support 
their process.
 
Maintaining the Dialogue: Tips for Successful 
Reviews
	

There are several important considerations for 
preparing the final review document in order to 
maintain a sense of dialogue rather than a one-sid-
ed critique. First and foremost, respect and kind-
ness are key. Within the double-anonymous review 
process it can be easy to forget the purpose of the 
review and to neglect to consider the individuals 
who will receive it and the considerable time and 
effort they put into writing their manuscript. Be 
sure to pay attention to your tone and comments 
throughout while considering how the reader will 
receive and can use your feedback. Peer review is a 
critical part academic publishing and should serve 
as an opportunity to provide constructive feedback 
that supports the authors in creating a stronger 
manuscript.  This is especially important as many 
authors are still learning about the journal submis-
sion process.

Relatedly, it is important to focus on the big 
picture feedback. Although it can be helpful to 
point out needed copyedits and APA issues when 
they impede the reader’s understanding, that 
should not be the focus of your review. Rather, the 
review should focus on clear actionable steps the 
authors could take to strengthen the article. These 
can come in the form of direct suggestions or ques-
tions that you think the authors should consider/
address within their revision in pursuit of improv-
ing the manuscript (APA, 2026). Importantly, these 
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should be aligned with the manuscript and inten-
tions of the authors. Sometimes reviews comment 
on how they would have conducted the study or 
request something that is not aligned with the in-
tentions or purposes of the manuscript. This type 
of feedback does not support a dialogue with the 
authors and is a missed opportunity to enhance 
the submitted work in ways that advance the field. 
Further, reviewers should refrain from suggesting 
citations of their own work (unless there is a very 
specific reason for the suggestion).

Collaboration on peer review can be a criti-
cal way to continue the dialogue. Faculty mentors 
are encouraged to include graduate students and 
postdoctoral researchers in the review process. It is 
customary, however, to notify the Associate Editor 
in advance of the review to seek permission. The 
use of generative artificial intelligence (AI) is not 
appropriate for conducting peer reviews. There 
are several limitations of AI including bias, limita-
tions in the corpus from which AI draws its mod-
els, as well as a lack of decision making and critical 
thinking that can only come from human analyses 
(Crawford et al., 2024).

Joining the Dialogue Benefits You: What 
Reviewers Gain from their Service

Providing high-quality peer reviews can be 
very time-consuming, especially amidst the com-
peting demands of academia, but choosing to serve 
the field of inclusive early childhood through peer 
review offers a variety of professional benefits. First, 
the act of reviewing may increase your knowledge 
of the field of inclusive education. While this is es-
pecially true for early career scholars, engaging in 
peer review can support established researchers to 
stay up to date on progress in the field and expose 
them to new and emerging ideas and research (Ali 
& Watson, 2016; Chitiyo & Weiss, 2022). Second, 
peer reviewing may increase your own knowledge 
of writing scholarly articles (Mayer et al., 2024). 
Third, university faculty are often expected to en-
gage in service to their field of study. Serving as a 
peer reviewer is one way in which faculty can meet 
this requirement (Ali & Watson, 2016; Kang et al., 
2023). Finally, by being a peer reviewer and ensur-
ing that high-quality scholarship is published in 
The Dialog, you are supporting the dissemination 
of best practices in inclusive early childhood ed-

ucation and advancing work in our field (Steer & 
Ernst, 2021). Peer reviewing for The Dialog offers 
meaningful benefits for reviewers, authors and the 
broader field. 

Thank You for Engaging in Dialogue

The editorial board of The Dialog is thankful for 
the many people who choose to serve the journal 
and the field of inclusive early childhood education 
by serving as peer reviewers. We know that each of 
you has countless demands for your time and oth-
er journals that are also requesting your expertise. 
Thank you for sharing your time and knowledge 
with us.
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