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Description

The peer review process is a unique testing ground for Al integration. Al can assist peer review by
triaging submissions, detecting manipulations, and supporting reviewers with language and structure,
provided maintenance of robust human oversight. However, it presents serious risks from fueling paper
mills and plagiarism to amplifying bias, generating hallucinated references, breaching confidentiality,
and fostering over-reliance that weakens critical judgment. Despite these challenges, it is important to
embrace its benefits responsibly while safeguarding research integrity to rethink the future of peer
review.

The interactive decision tree below provides a roadmap for journals to navigate the readiness in
adopting Al through various aspects including clear policies, transparency, safeguards, infrastructure,
and training.
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Al Readiness in Peer Review: A Decision Tree for Journals

¢ Does your journal currently use or

lAIl Pplan to use Al tools in peer

review/editorial processes?

Keep track of emerging
dewvelopments.
Form a monitoring committee (or
assign a task group) to regularly
review new Al policies, tools, and
publishing standards.
=] Does your editorial management system

| CE-*',_E,' support Al-assisted workflows (reviewer
- =] matching, triage)?

No Yes

Assess the gaps and explore

integrations or vendor partnerships
to enhance efficiency and keep pace +Te
with industry standards. = )=~

Do you have data protection
and confidentiality

byed protocols for manuscripts
processed wia Al?

Establish secure Al use guidelines
(GDPR, HIPAA compliance)

1

Do you have safeguards
against bias, hallucinations, or
plagiarism introduced by Al in

peer review assistance?

1

Dewvelop structured framework:
= Cross-validate Al-assisted
review reports
= Integrate plagiarism and fact-
checking tools
= Ensure human owversight
throughout the process

— Do you have an explicit Al usage
|;_©| policy for reviewers and

editors?

No Yes

Develop a journal-specific policy
aligned with COPE’s Al Disclosure
Framework (AID) and STM guidelines.
Publish Al policy on journal website.

l

Category

1. Events
2. Publishing Research
3. Trending Now

Date Created
2025/09/16
Author

editor

Do you mandate
transparency/disclosure when
Al is used in reviewing a manuscript?

Implement disclosure
statements/templates in
reviewer forms.

Does your policy specify
acceptable vs. pronibited
areas of Al use (e.g.,

Eg; reviewer assistance ws.
review report generation)?

1

Refine policy with clear
boundaries (e.g., no Al-
generated reviews).

1

Are reviewers and editors
trained in Al literacy (capabilities,
limitations, ethics)?

Provide training modules,
conduct webinars, and
dewvelop comprehensive
toolkits to help your key
stakeholders stay updated

Do you publicly communicate
your stance on Al in peer review
(through manuscript processing

guidelines, social media, etc.)?

1

Recommendation:
=¥ consider constantly
updating your policies
and guidelines.

Add Al policy section
to journal homepage &
submission guidelines.

Are you collecting feedback
%_m from editors/reviewers on Al

adoption?

|

No Yes

Continue refin

through periodic

feedback, audits,
and policy updates.

W Recommendation:
Launch surveys/pilots
for community input

1

If your journal has passed through all checkpoints,
wou are Al-ready in peer review. But readiness is
not a finish line, it's a cycle. Stay ahead by:
- Reviewing policies periodically
- Updating tools with evolving standards
= Engaging your community in continuous
dialogue
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