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INTRODUCTION

The peer-review process is a cornerstone of scholarly
publishing, ensuring the quality and integrity of scientific
research. However, with the exponential growth of ac-
ademic submissions, the traditional peer-review system
is facing significant challenges in terms of efficiency and
scalability [1-3]. One quantitative analysis suggested that
the volume of scientific manuscript submissions to jour-
nals doubles every 15 years [4]. As the scientific commu-
nity strives to address these issues, artificial intelligence
(AI) technologies have emerged as a potential solution
to augment the traditional review process. Among these
technologies, ChatGPT, a state-of-the-art large language
model (LLM) developed by OpenAl ChatGPT [5], holds
promise as an Al reviewer for academic journals.

ChatGPT is an advanced LLM trained on an exten-
sive amount of text from diverse sources, specifically
around 570GB of datasets, including web pages, books,
and other sources, enabling it to generate coherent and
contextually relevant responses. With its ability to un-
derstand and process natural language, ChatGPT has
demonstrated proficiency in various tasks, including text
completion, question-answering, and language transla-
tion [6,7]. It has also been used in conducting a literature
review [8].

The objective of this study is to investigate the via-
bility of ChatGPT as an Al reviewer for academic jour-
nals. By leveraging its vast knowledge and natural lan-
guage processing capabilities, ChatGPT has the potential
to streamline and augment the review process. This could
lead to benefits such as faster manuscript evaluation, in-
creased consistency in feedback, and improved handling
of the growing volume of submissions. However, it is
crucial to assess the model’s performance, identify lim-
itations, and address ethical concerns before implement-
ing it in real-world scenarios.

In this article, we present a pilot analysis of the in-
tegration of ChatGPT into the journal review workflow.
We evaluate ChatGPT’s performance as an Al reviewer,
examining its ability to assess scientific methodology,
evaluate research novelty and significance, and provide
constructive feedback to authors. We do this by using
ChatGPT to assess the initial manuscript submitted to a
peer-reviewed journal for publication. The review pro-
duced by ChatGPT was then compared with the original
human reviews that were sent by the journal to the au-
thor.! We also discuss the potential advantages of using
ChatGPT as a standalone reviewer or potential review
assistant. Beyond its potential benefits, we also ac-
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knowledge the challenges associated with implementing
ChatGPT as an Al reviewer. These include addressing bi-
ases inherent in the model, ensuring transparency and ex-
plainability, and defining the role of human oversight in
the review process. By examining both the opportunities
and limitations, we aim to provide insights and guidelines
for researchers, publishers, and Al developers interested
in adopting ChatGPT as an Al reviewer.

Ultimately, this research contributes to the ongoing
discourse on the future of peer review, exploring the po-
tential of Al technologies to augment and optimize the
scholarly publishing ecosystem. By embracing innova-
tive approaches while upholding the core principles of
rigorous evaluation and intellectual contribution, we can
pave the way for a more efficient, inclusive, and impact-
ful scientific community. However, a balance must be
struck between the potential of Al and the importance of
human judgment in the peer-review process.

EVALUATION OF THE PERFORMANCE OF
ChatGPT

Methodology

The draft of the published article by the authors titled
“Atypical Imaging Findings of Scurvy in A Malnourished
Child” was used to evaluate performance of ChatGPT.
Author guidelines specific to the journal that had pub-
lished the article were entered in ChatGPT initially, to
fine-tune the review process. These guidelines are avail-
able on most journal websites and were copied and past-
ed into ChatGPT and the command was simultaneously
entered to review the following manuscript as per these
author guidelines.

Many research papers are long and entire article can-
not be fit in one dialogue box. For the purpose of a fea-
sibility study, a small article (case report on scurvy) was
used that fit in one dialogue box. However, for lengthy
complex articles they need to be broken into parts and
then each part needs to be put separately in the dialogue
box, one at a time. This entire article was then copied and
pasted into the ChatGPT input box and in the same box
ChatGPT was commanded to “Please perform a review of
the following article and give points for revision.” Since
this was a case report with a limited word count, the en-
tire article could fit in one chat box. Then the output (the
review provided by ChatGPT) was copied into a Word
file and was compared with human reviewers’ comments
specifically for content, coherence, and relevance. As this
is a feasibility study only one article that is a case report
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on scurvy was used as a sample. Also, as only one ar-
ticle was used, a qualitative analysis was performed by
two human authors who cross-reviewed the results. Only
qualitative analysis was done and no quantitative scoring
or rating was used. Further research with multiple papers
of various types and lengths could be performed in the
future.

The following are the outputs generated by ChatGPT
in its review process:

Review by ChatGPT of this article:

General Comments: The article titled “Atypical Im-
aging Findings of Scurvy in a Malnourished Child” pres-
ents a case report discussing the diagnosis and imaging
characteristics of scurvy. While the article addresses an
important topic, several areas require improvement to en-
hance the overall quality and clarity of the manuscript.

Abstract: The abstract provides a brief overview of
the article; however, it lacks essential details. It would
benefit from including specific information, such as the
age of the patient, a brief mention of the treatment regi-
men, and the significance of the case in the context of the
existing literature.

Introduction: The introduction effectively highlights
the rarity of scurvy in developed countries, but it lacks
a clear statement of the objective or research question.
It would be beneficial to provide a concise statement of
the study’s purpose and its relevance to the medical com-
munity.

Case Report: The case report provides a detailed
description of the patient’s presentation and diagnostic
journey. However, it would be helpful to include more
information about the patient’s demographic characteris-
tics, as well as additional relevant medical history. Fur-
thermore, the description of the radiographic and MRI
findings could be enhanced by including specific details
such as image sequences, locations, and any measure-
ments taken. This would improve the reproducibility of
the study and aid in comparing the findings to existing
literature.

Discussion: The discussion section is informative
but lacks depth in certain areas. While it briefly touches
upon the etiology, demographics, clinical findings, and
treatment of scurvy, it does not delve into the underlying
mechanisms of the disease or provide a comprehensive
analysis of the existing literature. The authors should ex-
pand on these aspects and critically analyze the findings
in light of previous studies, highlighting any novel or
conflicting observations.

The discussion of imaging findings is informative,
but it would benefit from a more comprehensive analy-
sis. While the authors mention the classical radiographic
features of scurvy, they fail to provide a clear explanation
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of why the reported case exhibited atypical findings. Fur-
ther exploration of potential explanations or hypotheses
would strengthen the discussion.

The differential diagnoses section is brief and lacks
depth. It would be valuable to provide a more thorough
discussion of the differential diagnoses considered, in-
cluding other nutritional deficiencies or metabolic disor-
ders that could present with similar imaging findings.

Conclusion: The conclusion is concise but fails to
emphasize the key takeaways from the study. It should
highlight the significance of the atypical imaging find-
ings, the importance of considering scurvy in the differ-
ential diagnosis, and the implications for clinical practice.

Overall Structure and Language: The article would
benefit from a clearer structure and improved flow. The
language used is generally clear, but there are instances
where the writing could be refined for better readability
and organization.

In summary, while the article provides some valu-
able insights into atypical imaging findings of scurvy,
it requires significant improvements. Strengthening the
abstract, enhancing the case report section, conducting a
more thorough literature review, expanding the discus-
sion, and refining the conclusion would significantly en-
hance the manuscript’s quality and impact. Additionally,
attention to the overall structure and language would im-
prove the overall readability and flow of the article.

Review by human authors before publication of this
article:

Reviewer 1: Recommended correction of grammat-
ical errors.

Reviewer 2: The author discusses the occurrence of a
rare disease, scurvy, in children. It is noteworthy that vi-
tamin C deficiency is uncommon in developed countries,
including the case presented in the manuscript. Howev-
er, there is a reported case of “Vitamin C deficiency in
a picky eater child” documented by Fickrey et al. in the
Medical Journal of Malaysia in 2021 (PMID: 34508390).
Furthermore, several studies have documented cases of
scurvy in children with neurological disorders and/or un-
usual dietary patterns, such as the ketogenic diet.

To enhance the clarity of the manuscript, please pro-
vide clarification regarding the presence of any neurolog-
ical impairment in the child with Noonan syndrome.

Additionally, it is recommended to include the fol-
lowing references in the discussion section:

Skeletal Radiol 2015: “MRI findings in pediatric pa-
tients with scurvy.” doi: 10.1007/s00256-014-1962-y.

Pediatr Radiol 2013: “Scurvy in an autistic child:
MRI findings.” doi: 10.1007/s00247-013-2688-z.

Reviewer 3: While the manuscript is well-written in
proficient English and possesses substantial educational
value, I would like to provide some constructive feed-
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back:

Page 2, line 6: Change “No changes in myositis were
seen” to “No changes of myositis were observed.”

Page 2, line 14: Please include the normal ranges
when stating “Ascorbic acid levels were determined to
be low.”

Page 2, line 20: The phrase “or collagen formation,
bone matrix, collagen, tendon, and ligament synthesis”
repeats the mention of collagen formation. Please revise
for clarity.

Page 4, line 10: Amend “These physiological chang-
es need” to “These physiological changes require.”

Page 5, line 9: It is advisable to tone down the state-
ment “This makes this case report very unique.” Title:
Modify the title to “In a Malnourished Child.” Abstract:
Onmit the references mentioned in the abstract.

Figure legend 1: The description seems contradictory
with “...metaphyseal lucent band in the proximal femur. It
appears radiodense in the metaphysis...” Clarify the terms
“radiolucent” and “radiodense.”

Figure legends: Enhance the descriptive quality of
the figure legends.

Case report: When discussing imaging features, refer
to the corresponding figures.

Figures: Increase the size of the figures to enable
better visibility of details. It is recommended to add
magnifications. MRI sequences: Include additional MRI
sequences to augment the presentation. Differential diag-
nosis (DD) table: Revise the DD table according to the
author guidelines, with columns for modalities and rows
for entities/DDs.

Tables: Rectify the typographical errors present in
the tables.

Question 5: Correct the name from “Summerfield” to
“Trummerfeld.”

Based on these suggestions, I recommend the publi-
cation of this manuscript once these revisions have been
implemented.

Editor’s comment: The editor believes that despite
the critiques raised by the reviewers, the article is suitable
for publication in the journal. However, it is necessary
to incorporate the suggested revisions and address the
reviewers’ concerns before proceeding with the publica-
tion.

Please revise your manuscript accordingly, taking
into account the feedback from the reviewers and editor.
Once you have made the necessary revisions, you can
submit the revised version for final consideration.

POTENTIAL BENEFITS AND CHALLENGES
ASSOCIATED WITH INTEGRATING
ChatGPT INTO THE EXISTING PEER-
REVIEW FRAMEWORK
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Integrating ChatGPT into the existing peer-review
framework can offer several potential benefits, but it also
presents certain challenges. This section explores both
these aspects.

Benefits

Efficiency and Speed: ChatGPT can expedite the
peer-review process by assisting with initial screenings,
providing quick feedback on manuscript suitability, and
identifying potential flaws or ethical concerns. This can
reduce the burden on human reviewers and speed up the
overall publication timeline [9].

Consistency and Standardization: ChatGPT can help
ensure a more consistent and standardized review pro-
cess. It can follow predefined criteria and guidelines con-
sistently, reducing subjective biases and variations that
can arise among human reviewers [10].

Language Support: ChatGPT can aid in overcoming
language barriers. ChatGPT has the capability to provide
translation services and assist non-native English-speak-
ing authors and reviewers by providing language sugges-
tions or improving clarity in writing [11].

Accessible Feedback: ChatGPT can provide detailed
feedback and explanations to authors, guiding them on
how to improve their manuscripts. This feedback can be
available at any time, providing a valuable resource to
authors even outside the traditional review process [12].

Challenges

Contextual Understanding and Expertise: ChatGPT
might struggle with in-depth comprehension and contex-
tual understanding of highly specialized or nuanced sci-
entific topics. It may not possess the expertise to fully
assess the scientific validity or accuracy of complex re-
search findings.

Subjectivity and Interpretation: Peer review of-
ten involves subjective judgments and interpretations.
ChatGPT might lack the ability to understand the broader
implications or subtle nuances that human reviewers can
identify, potentially missing important considerations.

Ethical Concerns and Bias: There is a risk of per-
petuating biases or unintentional discrimination in the
review process if ChatGPT is trained on biased or unrep-
resentative datasets. Careful attention must be given to
training data selection, model biases, and regular audits
to mitigate these issues.

Lack of Human Element: Peer review traditionally
involves a human connection, enabling nuanced discus-
sions and exchanges of ideas. Integrating ChatGPT might
diminish the personal interaction and collaboration be-
tween authors and reviewers, potentially impacting the
quality of feedback and the iterative refinement of scien-
tific work.



Biswas et al.: ChatGPT and future of journal reviews feasibility study

User Confidence and Acceptance: There might be
initial skepticism or resistance to relying heavily on Al
in the peer-review process. Building trust, ensuring trans-
parency, and addressing concerns about accountability
and bias will be crucial to gaining acceptance and adop-
tion.

It is important to note that while ChatGPT can aug-
ment and support human reviewers, it is not intended to
replace them. A balanced approach that combines the
strengths of Al with human expertise is key to achieving
the best outcomes in the peer-review process.

Lack of Image Interpretation: As of now, ChatGPT
cannot review figures submitted as part of manuscripts.
However, there are emerging Al tools for image analysis
that may be able to complement this in the future [13,14].
As comprehension of figures and visual content in scien-
tific research is crucial for conveying complex informa-
tion, it’s important to acknowledge that the limitations of
ChatGPT in regard to reviewing these images, submitted
as part of manuscripts to the journals, can hinder the com-
plete review of the article. However, there are promising
developments in the field of Al-powered image analysis
that may soon complement text reviews.

Guidelines for implementing ChatGPT as a reviewer
for journals can help ensure a standardized and effective
integration of Al technology into the peer-review pro-
cess. To achieve this, several proposed guidelines can be
considered. First, clear objectives should be defined, out-
lining ChatGPT’s role and responsibilities. For example,
the reviews and comments made by ChatGPT need to be
checked by a human, like the editor before sending it out
to the authors. Transparency and disclosure are crucial, as
authors should be made aware of the Al involvement and
understand how ChatGPT functions, its limitations, and
its potential impact on the review outcome. For example,
authors need to be informed which of the review com-
ments are made by Al and which by human reviewers.
Collaboration between ChatGPT and human reviewers
should be encouraged to ensure comprehensive assess-
ments. Feedback mechanisms should be established for
authors to provide input on ChatGPT-generated reviews,
enabling iterative improvements. For example, the author
replies can be used by the editor as further training data
for ChatGPT to improve itself as a reviewer. Ethical con-
cerns, bias, and diversity must be actively monitored and
mitigated. Clear guidelines should be provided to human
reviewers on effectively incorporating ChatGPT’s feed-
back. To foster a balanced and effective peer-review pro-
cess, the successful implementation of ChatGPT as a re-
viewer requires periodic evaluation, continuous training,
user support, and transparency.
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CONCLUSION

In conclusion, the integration of ChatGPT as a re-
viewer in the journal peer-review process offers both
potential benefits and challenges. The benefits include
increased efficiency, standardized and consistent evalu-
ations, language support, and accessible feedback. How-
ever, challenges arise from ChatGPT’s limitations in
contextual understanding, potential biases, lack of human
interaction, and subjective interpretation. To implement
ChatGPT effectively, it is crucial to define clear objec-
tives, ensure transparency and disclosure, train and cal-
ibrate the model, promote active collaboration between
Al and human reviewers, address ethical concerns and
biases, provide clear guidelines, evaluate performance
periodically, and invest in continuous training and devel-
opment.

While ChatGPT can enhance the peer-review pro-
cess, it should not replace human reviewers entirely. A
balanced approach that combines Al technology with
human expertise is essential. Maintaining the integrity
and quality of the peer-review process requires ongoing
efforts to build trust, address biases, promote inclusivity,
and foster collaboration between Al and human review-
ers. Implementing these guidelines will contribute to an
efficient, transparent, and rigorous peer-review system
that upholds ethical publishing practices and embraces
diversity.

As Al technology continues to advance, ongo-
ing research, evaluation, and refinement of Al-driven
peer-review systems will be necessary. By leveraging
the strengths of Al while recognizing its limitations, the
scientific community can harness the transformative po-
tential of ChatGPT and other Al tools to further enhance
the peer-review process and advance the dissemination
of high-quality scientific research. Specifically, Al can
be used to assist in providing constructive feedback and
comments to the authors regarding their submissions.
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