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the other. This trend can lead to significant challenges within the journal review system
and the emergence of ethical misconduct in peer review. The crisis of reviewer burnout and
the reluctance to review is considered a critical global challenge and an alarm bell for the
scientific integrity and existence of journals.
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Introduction

Reviewer fatigue, compounded by systemic biases in
reviewer selection, a lack of motivation among
researchers, and the inappropriate distribution of review
requests," has overshadowed the scientific existence and
credibility of journals. Existing evidence suggests that
80% of review invitations focus on Western reviewers
(Europe and the US).! This practice disrupts the
geographical and linguistic balance of reviewer selection
among international journals, indicating that available
capacities for scientific review are not being utilized
equally in terms of language and geography.! This trend
has resulted in the marginalization of reviewers from

developing and non-English speaking countries.
However, the issue of reviewer fatigue and the declining
willingness of researchers to accept review invitations
recognized as a metric for the exhaustion of the peer
review system’ cannot be overlooked and requires
fundamental policymaking.

A 2018 Publons study predicted that if the trend of
declining acceptance rates continues, by 2025, an
average of 3.6 invitations will be required to complete a
single review.®> Emanuel and Minoretti,* in an editorial
published in Cureus in July 2025, argued that finding
volunteer reviewers has become a tedious and inefficient
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process. They noted that, on average, 35 invitations are
required to secure two completed reviews for a single
manuscript.* These predictions and figures indicate that
editorial teams spend a significant amount of time
identifying relevant and expert reviewers, sending
invitations, and soliciting cooperation; a timeframe that
may lengthen further over time. This prolongation of the
review process leads to attrition and dissatisfaction
among journal editorial teams and authors. This is
particularly challenging for young authors whose
manuscripts are derived from theses and who, according
to university regulations, require an acceptance letter or
publication in a scientific journal to defend their thesis.

Consequently, the declining willingness to review,
the reduced speed of reviewing,>* and the emergence of
issues such as “"Review Mills",*® "Ghost Peer-
Reviewers",' and a tendency toward the irrational use of
Acrtificial Intelligence (Al) for reviewing, all compromise
the professional quality of the review process.

Policymaking

It is evident that multiple factors may have
contributed to this crisis in the peer review system.
Notably, peer review is generally recognized as a
voluntary, unpaid service in academic culture, whereas
for-profit publishers derive significant revenue, leading
to dissatisfaction among reviewers.” However, it is
undeniable that efforts must be made to extricate the peer
review system which guarantees the scientific quality of
content published in journals from this crisis of burnout.
Creating value for the review process and implementing
correct policies to streamline scientific reviewing can be
effective solutions. In this regard, the following
suggestions are presented to assist in policymaking for
scientific peer review; however, it is evident that
conducting quantitative and qualitative research, as well
as brainstorming sessions, is essential for the promotion
and development of these policies.

One of the most effective incentives is the allocation of
financial rewards by publishers to the review system.?®
Despite the potential negative impact on article costs and
the subsequent increase in fees which may hinder access
for researchers from low-income countries this must be
considered by publishers. Allocating a financial budget
for the review process can be a major factor in
motivating review work. However, ethical considerations
and necessary oversight of the review process must be
established simultaneously, and strategies must be
devised to minimize any undue influence on the increase
of published articles. Furthermore, the following
measures are recommended:

e Increasing transparency and authenticity in the peer
review process.’

e Managing and controlling the infiltration of fake
peer review networks in journals.

e Promoting publication ethics and the health of
scientific publishing through effective interventions and
policies.’

¢ Reducing the burnout of genuine reviewers through
financial, spiritual, and scientific incentives, such as
recognizing peer review as a valid professional activity.?®

e Creating a professional peer review certification
system for reviewers at various levels (Basic,
Professional, and Specialized) to differentiate the
quantity and quality of reviewer contributions.

e Collaborating with academic institutions to
officially recognize publisher-issued review certificates.'

¢ Establishing a system of academic credit for the
reviewing role of researchers by defining metrics for the
impact of reviewing activities in hiring and promotion
processes based on publisher certificates.

o Offering privileges to reviewers in journals based
on their review certificates, such as reducing Article
Processing Charges (APCs) for their own submissions.*

e Creating dedicated platforms for the peer review
sector to make individual review contributions visible."

¢ Allocating annual "Excellence in Peer Review"
awards at institutional and publisher levels.*

¢ Highlighting reviewers with superior contributions
in journal issues.*

e Inviting  high-contributing
Editorial Boards.

e Designing professional training programs for novice
reviewers to professionalize this role.*

¢ Sending invitations to join grant review panels
based on peer review history.*

e Providing special considerations for
opportunities at conferences.*

e Granting priority access to research tools and
services."

e Establishing networks of reviewers and specialized
associations to provide identity and accreditation to
reviewers in scientific and institutional arenas.*

e Promoting ethical reviewing through the training
and empowerment of editors and reviewers using COPE
guidelines.”

¢ Creating a collaborative network among scientific
publishers to monitor, identify, and expose "Review
Mills," similar to the approach adopted by Retraction
Watch.®

¢ Other academic and institutional privileges that can
be effective in soliciting cooperation and increasing the
willingness and motivation of experts and researchers to
review.

reviewers to join

speaking
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Conclusion
Therefore, improving the peer review process
requires a systematic approach across various

dimensions. First, robust qualitative metrics must be
established to evaluate review effectiveness, including
reviewer  performance, timeliness,  author/editor
satisfaction with the quality and conditions of the review,
and the final impact of the review on the published work.
Subsequently, technological infrastructure in this domain
should be expanded so that advanced technologies can
create more engaging review environments and enhance
focus and efficiency. In other words, online review
systems provided to reviewers should be more suitable
and efficient in terms of User Interface (Ul) and User
Experience (UX). Additionally, to facilitate and
accelerate the peer review process and respect the
valuable time of researchers, access to publisher-

approved Artificial
provided to reviewers.

It must be emphasized that science requires expert
and professional reviewers to maintain its integrity and
effectiveness. It is undeniable that managing the accuracy
and validity of scientific production is impossible
without the presence and activity of reviewers.
Therefore, addressing the encroaching crisis of the
review system is considered a necessity, and efficient
policymaking in this regard is required. Paying attention
to the importance and status of reviewers in academic
environments, validating this role, establishing formal
administrative frameworks for the correct and efficient
execution of the reviewer role by academic and research
institutions, and direct, aligned collaboration between
these institutions and publishers will be effective steps in
resolving this crisis.

Intelligence software should be
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