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Dear Editor

The peer-review process is conducted to assess the sci-
entific quality and suitability for publication of a manu-
script submitted to a dental journal. This process relies
on reviewers' expertise and experience in relevant dental
fields, making them vital to maintaining scientific
standards. Reviewers are expected to thoroughly assess
each section of the manuscript and offer constructive
feedback that authors can use to enhance their work [1].
Because the peer-review process is time-consuming and
reviewers are expected to provide a precise report
promptly, there has been debate about the use of artifi-
cial intelligence (Al) tools in peer review [2-3]. Some
reviewers perceive peer review as closely tied to their
level of knowledge and, consequently, to their scientific
identity. As a result, they may turn to Al tools to assist,
or sometimes replace, them in the review process.

The progression of Al has influenced scientific pub-
lishing across many disciplines, including dentistry;
unfortunately, sometimes negatively. Given the heavy
workload originating from the teaching and research
duties of academics, the use of Al tools has become
widespread to ease this burden [4]. Al models such as
OpenAl’s ChatGPT or Google’s Gemini are neural net-
works built on vast statistical relationships in language
and trained to generate responses based on patterns in

human language [5].

The rapid advancement of Al may lead reviewers to
overestimate its capabilities and rely excessively on Al-
generated evaluations. As a consequence, some review-
ers, mostly leading experts in various dental specialties,
use Al to conduct their peer reviews by submitting Al-
generated comments as their own without critically
evaluating, scrutinizing, or modifying them. This prac-
tice creates an illusion of expertise, where the appear-
ance of critical evaluation masks the absence of genuine
intellectual engagement. Subsequently, some questions
arise:

Can Al tools actually replace reviewers? Is it au-
thorized in all journals? Is it ethical?

Al tools excel primarily at recognizing patterns ra-
ther than identifying absolute truths, but they may
struggle to detect subtle biases or nuanced aspects of
study quality. This highlights the importance of human
judgment and critical review to verify the accuracy and
trustworthiness of findings. They can detect trends and
connections in data, but may not always assess the va-
lidity or credibility of individual studies or claims in
dental research. This underscores the need for human
oversight in peer review. Additionally, Al tools may not
have access to all relevant sources, resulting in incom-
plete literature coverage [6]. They may also struggle to
assess study quality and interpret context-specific meth-

odological issues [7]. Al tools may struggle to grasp the
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context of research questions, leading to irrelevant
search results and difficulty retrieving all relevant stud-
ies [8]. Furthermore, Al tools may inadvertently rein-
force biases in their training data, producing biased re-
sults or omitting significant studies [9-10]. Cross-
linguistic ambiguity and limitations can also lead to
misinterpretations, underscoring the need for human
judgment in peer review.

While Al tools can offer basic feedback, they cannot
fully substitute a human (professor) expert in the rele-
vant dental field who might comment, “This analysis is
not appropriate for this topic or research question.” Al
tools assist with peer review, but their limited capacity
to interpret complex scientific context means human
input remains crucial for comprehensive content as-
sessment. While Al tools identify and consolidate exist-
ing material, humans contribute innovation, evaluation,
and a mix of creativity, curiosity, and expertise from
various fields to synthesize, interpret, and critique [11].

Additionally, the use of Al tools in academic writing
has raised concerns about hallucinations [12]. Multiple
reports of incorrect citations appear in research articles.
It has been reported that 1 in 277 articles published in
PubMed has generated references [13]. There are also
concerns about the creation of fake scientific images
that can be indistinguishable to the human eye. The de-
velopment of generative images or citations may be a
burden for reviewers in two possible ways, including 1.
Adding another assignment for reviewers and editors to
assess submitted manuscripts for such inconsistencies,
or 2. Providing review comments based on hallucina-
tions that do not apply to the submission. Al tools excel
primarily at recognizing patterns rather than identifying
absolute truths [4-5]. Furthermore, for an article to be
evaluated by an Al tool, it must initially be uploaded to

an Al tool application. This process raises significant
ethical concerns, as it jeopardizes the confidentiality of
manuscripts submitted to academic journals. The confi-
dentiality of content uploaded to an Al tool cannot be
guaranteed [6]. As a result, the National Institutes of
Health and the Australian Research Council prohibit the
use of Al tools, such as ChatGPT, in the peer-review
process. Additionally, many leading academic journals
do not permit this utilization in peer reviews.

A shift toward a hybrid peer review model (aug-
menting model) that combines human reviewers with Al
tools may reduce several long-standing problems in
scientific publishing, particularly in dental journals,
such as reviewer fatigue and slow editorial timelines. Al
tools can assist with technical screening, while scientific
evaluation requires human expertise and judgment. One
example came from the 2025 Peer Review Congress,
where a presentation described the “Fast Track” review
process used by NEJM Al [14]. Decisions were report-
edly issued within seven days, using editor assessment
along with two Al-generated reviews. Fast responses
sound attractive. Still, relying entirely on automated
systems would be risky. At least two experienced human
specialists, serving as editors or external reviewers,
should remain involved to preserve depth, critique, and
accountability throughout the review process.

A function-based framework for Al use in peer revi-
ew is proposed in Table 1, which can be translated into
journal policy. Reviewer guidelines should clearly dif-
ferentiate among language editing, defined verification
tasks, and substantive scientific evaluation rather than
treating all Al involvement as a single category, since
not all uses of Al in peer review are ethically equivalent.

In conclusion, Al tools will likely remain part of ac-
ademic publishing, and publishers and researchers will

Table 1: Al employments in dental peer reviews: classifications and safeguards

Type of use Examples

Proposed status Required safeguard

Al-assisted language editin, . .
guag g reviewer-written comments

Grammar, clarity, or organization of Sl perse

Protect confidentiality and
verify that the edited text pre-
serves the reviewer's intended
meaning.

Reporting checks for dental clinical
trials and systematic reviews, inter-

Al-assisted technical check .
nal consistency, references, or

calculations

Conditionally permissible

Independently verify every
result before including it in the
review.

Substantive criticism, novelty or
Al-generated scientific judg-  validity assessment, publication
ment recommendation, or a complete
review

The reviewer must retain and be

Generally unacceptable as a
substitute for expert review

able to defend the underlying
scientific judgment.
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keep testing where these systems fit. Careful oversight
is still required at each stage. Though a model can pro-
cess text quickly, it cannot replace human judgment,

field experience, or scientific intuition.
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