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Abstract
High-quality health-related publications have an important impact on driving improvements in global healthcare and so sav-
ing lives. Fundamental in ensuring the quality of published research, peer review systems and peer reviewers themselves are 
under significant pressure to deal with the increasing volume of new biomedical article publications globally. In this context, 
our understanding of peer reviewers’ attitudes and requirements, the use of new digital tools to support the work of peer 
reviewers, and the identification of professional groups who are not already part of the peer review community are extremely 
important to support global healthcare delivery.
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In a preprint article released at the end of last year, authors 
Oviedo-Garcia, Aquarius, and Bishop describe a ‘review mill’ 
where a group of peer reviewers appear to have manipulated the 
peer review of research articles relating to obstetrics and gynae-
cology clinical practice for their own benefit and often using boil-
erplate responses in their reviews [1].

“In my honest opinion, the topic is interesting enough to attract 
the readers’ attention.”

Although the exact frequency of review mill activity such as that 
described by Oviedo-Garcia et al. is hard to establish, this single 
topical example illustrates well that academic peer review faces 
an increasing list of challenges. From review mills to the overload 
of the current peer review system and its linked reviewer fatigue, 
through to the threats and opportunities that the use of artificial 
intelligence brings [2].

In this context, expert consensus is that peer review is a crucial 
part of the scientific research process and adds important value 
to the quality of published research information. High-quality 
published research is itself now well established to improve 
the quality of care, patient safety, and clinical outcomes [3, 4]. 
Consequently, peer review has profound implications for the lives 
of patients around the world, as well as for the integrity of the sci-
entific record.

In the context of the clinical and academic importance of peer 
review globally, understanding the attitudes and activities of 
peer reviewers today is key to taking a pragmatic approach to 

identifying systemic problems with peer review, identifying prac-
tical solutions to these problems, and so guiding the evolution of 
even better peer review systems in the future. At Oxford University 
Press (OUP), we are fortunate to have large, diverse communi-
ties of highly experienced peer reviewers. As well as supporting 
those existing members of our extended team, we also invest in 
helping new peer reviewers develop their skills and experience 
in this crucial work. We recently published an extensive survey of 
our peer reviewers, the results of which have important implica-
tions for the progression of peer review systems at OUP and more 
broadly [5].

In our research, we received over 4000 responses from active 
peer reviewers, who had all reviewed anywhere between 1 and 
over 20 articles in the previous 24 months. We found that peer 
reviewers in medicine and health were more likely than other 
subject areas to have reviewed over 20 articles over the 24 month 
period [5]. Unsurprisingly, 94% of all our reviewers believe 
that the peer review process is important, or extremely impor-
tant, in maintaining the integrity of journals [5]. Interestingly, 
around 75% of our peer reviewers said that they had not used 
any sort of artificial intelligence (AI) tools to support their peer 
review work to date. For peer reviewers in the OUP survey who 
did report using AI to support their reviewing work, the largest 
group were those who used the tools to help support the qual-
ity of their writing. Only a very small percentage of our review-
ers (∼7%) thought that AI could be used for more complex tasks 
such as identifying and reviewing relevant literature. There are 
important and very practical activities that OUP currently takes 

© The Author(s) 2026. Published by Oxford University Press.
This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted reuse, distribution, 
and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited.

Received: March 12, 2026. Revised: April 28, 2026. Accepted: April 29, 2026

https://doi.org/10.1093/rescon/vmag060
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0739-9360
mailto:eic.research.connections@gmail.com
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


2� Research Connections, 2026, Vol, 1, Issue 2

to support our reviewers’ work based on these recent survey 
data and our broader understanding of peer reviewers’ needs. 
In terms of reward and recognition, most of our reviewers, over 
80%, listed recognition by our journals for their peer review activ-
ities, as well as being informed of the outcome of the reviewed 
article, as their preferred rewards. Of note, the OUP reviewers’ 
experience of their work was positively impacted by interesting 
article content, a great digital platform to facilitate the reviewing 
process, and the use of a review template to guide and structure 
their responses. Training and guidance in peer review was also 
identified as important in improving the quality of reviews by 
45% of our reviewers [5].

The Institute of Physics publishing group (IOP) has also recently 
released the results of their own peer reviewer survey [6]. The IOP 
survey received responses from around 3000 peer reviewers, and 
the results support our OUP data. IOP respondents agreed that 
feedback on the final outcome of the reviewed article was their 
most important reward for peer reviewing and that their expe-
rience of the process would be positively impacted by improve-
ments to the IOP online review systems. When asked about the 
use of AI in peer review, the majority of IOP reviewers, 71%, had a 
neutral view or felt that AI could have an overall negative impact 
on scholarly peer review. In support of the OUP survey data relat-
ing to practical activities through which publishers can support 
reviewers, IOP reports a 60% increase in their current survey, 
compared to data collected in 2020, in the number of reviewers 
who view training in peer review as their most important require-
ment [7].

Another key data point from the IOP survey was the finding that 
almost 50% of respondents reported an increase in the number 
of review requests they had received [6]. These responses are not 
surprising in the context of the rapid growth in scientific publica-
tions globally [8], with over 40% more articles indexed in Scopus 
in 2023–2024 compared with 2013–2014 [9]. As many commenta-
tors have noted, one of the outcomes of increasing publication 
rates is peer reviewer fatigue [10], with reviewers struggling to 
keep up with the pressure of increasing numbers of requests, usu-
ally not aligned in terms of their timing with the peaks or troughs 
of activity in the reviewers’ primary professional roles. While there 
are many calls for a reduction in the total volume of published 
papers [11], the reality remains that submissions to journals are 
still growing in number and that the use of AI by researchers has 
the potential to drive an explosion in the number of new articles 
submitted to journals.

A much-discussed potential solution to reviewer fatigue, 
although with little specific supporting evidence at this stage, 
is the use of AI to facilitate the peer review process. In this con-
text, our data and the IOP’s data have revealed very varied lev-
els of enthusiasm, along with important levels of concern, about 
AI supported peer review [5, 6]. There is, however, a significant 
variation in attitudes and beliefs in this area, as illustrated by a 
recent report by the publisher Frontiers, where 53% of Frontiers 
reviewers stated that they had already used AI when peer review-
ing [12]. In addition, the 2025 Wiley explanations report shows 
the general use of AI is rising rapidly, with the proportion of 
researchers responding that they use AI tools for research and/

or publication-related tasks increasing to 62% from 45% in 2024 
[13]. More clear in our experience is the rapid shift that is taking 
place in the norms around how peer review is done and that 
many individuals are now using new technologies irrespective 
of the policies that journals set. How the use of AI in peer review 
is perceived by those individuals may in turn vary depending on 
whether they are experiencing the process as an author or as a 
reviewer. An additional driver for these changes is the rapidly 
expanding catalogue of emerging products and services aimed at 
bringing AI into editorial and peer review processes.

An important additional solution to the use of technology to 
help with peer review overload, which requires further evalua-
tion and exploration, is the purposeful expansion of the global 
peer reviewer pool. For example, a large community of clinicians 
already takes a very active role in developing the scientific record 
by helping publish new healthcare information as researchers, 
authors, and peer reviewers. However, many other clinicians do 
not engage in peer review at all, often because they view them-
selves as being ‘clinical’ rather than ‘academic’ in their roles, or 
because they are unfamiliar with the peer review process itself. 
This lack of clinician engagement in peer review is a real loss from 
the perspective of the global healthcare community and for the 
countless numbers of patients who benefit from information pub-
lished in healthcare journals. In this context, and with appropriate 
training, clinicians who do not usually take part in the peer review 
process could extend their clinical role by joining the peer review 
community. Furthermore, most clinicians’ primary role is to pro-
vide healthcare services in increasingly busy healthcare systems 
[14], and to do this, clinicians must maintain and develop their 
knowledge and skills throughout their careers. Peer review can 
form an important component of this continuing professional 
development and so help clinicians address this ongoing regula-
tory requirement [15].

The active investigation of our peer reviewer community’s views 
and requirements through surveys such as the one described 
here, is foundational in our ability to understand and care for the 
community of clinicians and researchers who make our journals 
possible. In turn, and specifically in a healthcare context, the work 
our reviewers do to drive the publication of high-quality health-
care information is essential in protecting the reliability and accu-
racy of health-related publications, supporting clinicians caring 
for their patients and so saving lives around the world.

As editors, publishers, researchers, and stakeholders in the sci-
entific community, we have an obligation to ensure that we advo-
cate for the vital role high-quality knowledge plays in our society. 
Peer review has a critical role in this context. While we acknowl-
edge how under pressure the peer review system is at present, 
we must also welcome discussion about the opportunities that 
exist to improve peer review in service of driving improvements in 
healthcare globally. We are in a time of flux, with rapid alterations 
in behaviors and technology’s capabilities as a result of genera-
tive AI. Throughout this period of change, our duty as custodians 
of knowledge is to ensure that in the face of many challenges and 
disruptions, we find ways to respond that improve and protect 
the integrity and quality of published content for the benefit of 
all. The path forward is challenging, but we believe it is essential 
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to explore, to innovate, and to engage with reviewers to support 
the evolution of peer review and so protect the value and impact 
of published healthcare information in improving global health-
care in the years to come.
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