
Description

The rapid rise of artificial intelligence (AI) is one of the most significant technological developments in
recent years. AI has transitioned from a niche research topic to a pervasive influence in daily life,
industry, and academia. It has become a prominent subject in numerous scholarly discussions,
conferences, and policy debates. Perspectives on AI vary widely: some celebrate its transformative
potential, others express concerns about its risks, while many remain uncertain about how to integrate
it into existing systems. These viewpoints can be broadly categorized into three groups: advocates for
unrestricted AI use, critics who fear its impact, and those who take a cautious, balanced approach.

Group 1: Positive and Permissive

Proponents in this category argue that AI offers substantial benefits by reducing effort and saving time
in academic and research endeavors. They view AI as a powerful assistant capable of handling
repetitive tasks, analyzing large datasets, generating drafts, and accelerating discoveries. From their
perspective, AI should be embraced and deployed with minimal restrictions to maximize productivity
and innovation.

Group 2: Negative or Cautionary

Critics express concerns that AI may lead to overreliance on machines, potentially undermining critical
thinking, creativity, and intellectual autonomy. They highlight issues related to academic integrity,
ethical use, and the risk of AI generating misleading or false information. For these individuals, strict
controls should govern AI use, particularly in areas demanding rigorous judgment.

Group 3: Neutral or Ambivalent

This group acknowledges AI’s potential benefits while recognizing significant risks. They advocate for a
careful, principled approach to AI use, emphasizing the need for clear guidelines, robust safeguards,
and ongoing evaluation. Their goal is to leverage AI’s strengths while ensuring human oversight and
accountability.

I believe AI has the potential to dramatically reshape academic and research environments in the
present and coming years. However, I am not entirely convinced that AI should be universally adopted
as a tool for all peer-review processes. The integration of AI into peer review presents various
opportunities and challenges that warrant careful consideration. Below, I outline key points organized
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into opportunities, limitations, and actionable considerations for policy and practice.

Opportunities: How AI Can Enhance Peer Review and Scholarly 
Work

Increased Efficiency and Scalability

AI can streamline the peer review process by automating reviewer matching, balancing workloads, and
conducting initial quality checks. By analyzing authors’ topics, methods, and prior publications, AI can
suggest potential reviewers with relevant expertise, thereby reducing the time editors spend finding
suitable matches.

Enhanced Feedback and Transparency

AI-assisted tools can deliver structured, data-driven feedback. For instance, AI can summarize a
manuscript’s strengths and weaknesses, identify methodological gaps, and highlight areas needing
clearer reporting, leading to more consistent and actionable reviews.

Automated Checks for Integrity and Quality

AI can flag potential issues such as plagiarism, improper citation practices, and statistical or
methodological concerns (e.g., indicators of p-hacking, incomplete reporting of effect sizes). It can also
help ensure compliance with reporting standards (e.g., CONSORT, PRISMA) and journal-specific
guidelines.

Preliminary Language and Clarity Checks

AI can perform initial language editing to improve readability and flow before a human reviewer or
editor examines the manuscript in depth. This capability can lower language barriers for non-native
authors and enable reviewers to concentrate on scientific content.

Limitations and Challenges: Why AI Cannot (Yet) Replace 
Human Judgment

Despite their advantages, AI tools have several limitations that hinder their effectiveness in peer review
and scholarly work:

Incomplete or Inaccurate Information: Many AI systems produce outputs that may seem credible
but are factually incorrect. Issues such as hallucinations, outdated training data, and gaps in
specialized knowledge can result in erroneous conclusions or misinterpretations.
Dynamic Landscape of Models and Updates: AI tools often release new versions that can replace
older ones, leading to instability, compatibility issues, and inconsistent performance across
platforms.
Overemphasis on Tool Development over Quality: The competitive nature among AI developers
frequently prioritizes new features and market share over thorough validation and reliability,
resulting in variable tool quality and questionable outputs.
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Authenticity and Bias Limitations: AI systems may replicate biases present in training data,
misinterpret nuanced scholarly arguments, or misrepresent authors’ intentions, particularly in
assessing originality, novelty, and methodological soundness.
Risk of Deception or Manipulation: Some AI tools are misused to generate fake content, fabricate
references, or produce misleading summaries. Without robust safeguards, this undermines trust
in the peer-review process.
Data Privacy and Security: Uploading manuscripts, reviewer identities, and other confidential
materials to AI platforms raises concerns about data privacy, ownership, and potential misuse.
Lack of Universal Policy and Standards: There is no global consensus on integrating AI into peer
review, leading to inconsistent practices and potential inequities across countries, institutions,
and journals.

Core Considerations: Navigating AI Integration Responsibly

To leverage AI’s benefits while minimizing risks, several strategic steps and policies should be pursued:

Develop Clear, Transparent Policies

Journals and institutions should create explicit guidelines on where and how AI can be utilized in
research and review processes, including disclosure requirements for AI-assisted writing or analyses
and limitations on AI-generated content.

Preserve Human Oversight and Accountability

AI should complement human judgment, not replace it. Final decisions in peer review should remain
with qualified editors and human reviewers who can consider context, nuance, and ethical implications.

Emphasize Reproducibility and Data Integrity

Authors should be encouraged or required to share data, code, and documentation. While AI can
assist in checking these materials, the provenance and quality of data must be verifiable by humans.

Ensure Privacy and Security

Use secure, trusted platforms for manuscript submission and reviewer management, avoiding the
upload of confidential materials to consumer-grade AI services without appropriate safeguards.

Promote Fairness and Reduce Bias

Regular audits of AI systems for biased outputs are essential, particularly in reviewer suggestions and
language quality assessments. Diversifying training data and incorporating human-in-the-loop reviews
can help mitigate potential bias.

Balance Efficiency with Quality Control

AI can manage repetitive or clerical tasks, while expert human reviewers should handle critical
evaluations such as methodological soundness, statistical correctness, and ethical considerations.
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Foster a Culture of Integrity

Educate researchers, reviewers, and editors about AI’s capabilities and limitations. Encourage
skepticism regarding AI-generated content and promote best practices for citation, attribution, and
originality.

Future Trajectory: A Blended Ecosystem of AI and Human 
Reviewers

Looking ahead, a collaborative ecosystem where AI and human reviewers work together is likely. AI
tools will excel at repetitive, data-intensive tasks, such as detecting statistical anomalies, cross-
checking citations, and flagging potential ethical concerns. Humans will provide nuanced assessments
of novelty, significance, theoretical contributions, and methodological rigor. The integrity of scholarly
work will depend on ensuring that AI serves as a support tool rather than an autonomous decision-
maker.

Several conditions could allow for a more central role of AI in peer review without compromising trust:

When AI systems demonstrate consistent, reliable performance across diverse disciplines and
effectively manage edge cases.
When journals establish binding standards for AI usage, ensuring consistency across outlets and
disciplines.
When researchers and institutions adopt interoperable tools and data-sharing standards that
facilitate transparent evaluation of AI-assisted outputs.
When there is a broad consensus on how to attribute credit for AI-assisted contributions in
manuscripts and reviews.

If these conditions are met, AI can significantly reduce administrative burdens, enhance the speed and
consistency of reviews, and improve the overall quality of published research. However, even in such a
future, human oversight and ethical accountability must remain central to the scholarly enterprise.

Disclaimer: The opinions/views expressed in this article exclusively represent the individual perspectives of the author. While we affirm the
value of diverse viewpoints and advocate for the freedom of individual expression, we do not endorse derogatory or offensive comments
against any caste, creed, race, or similar distinctions. For any concerns or further information, we invite you to contact us at
academy@enago.com
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