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UN/SUSTAINABLE PEER REVIEW AND GENERATIVE Al:

ETHICAL GAPS, EDITORIAL ACCELERATION, AND THE

WHITEWASHING OF TECHNOLOGICAL SOLUTIONISM

ANGEL GORDO
CHRIS GRAY
ANA RODRIGUEZ
ELIAS SAID-HUNG
RAUL TABARES

Generative Al in peer review raises
ethical and environmental concerns
and risks deepening existing inequities
in scholarly publishing. Celebrated
gains in speed often mask declines in
quality and accountability. Training
and deploying large models impose
environmental costs. In editorial work-
flows, Al can privilege technical fixes
over structural reform, and evidence
shows it reproduces human biases
while being cast as neutral. We call
for a renewed commitment to open-
science principles anchored in human
oversight, deep sustainability, and
broader justice. The paper concludes
by interrogating sustainability’s ab-

sence from green-economy debates

Les IA génératives en évaluation par
les pairs posent des enjeux éthiques
et écologiques et risquent d’accen-
tuer les inégalités de I’édition aca-
démique. Les gains de vitesse
masquent des reculs de qualité et
de responsabilité. L’entrainement et
le déploiement des modeles ont des
colts environnementaux. Dans les
flux éditoriaux, I'TA privilégie des
palliatifs techniques plut6t que des
réformes et reproduit des biais tout
en se disant neutre. Nous plaidons
pour une science ouverte ancrée
dans la supervision humaine, la du-
rabilité et la justice, et interrogeons
leur absence des discours sur I'«

économie verte », avant d’esquisser
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and mapping the values likely to shape les valeurs qui guideront I'avenir de
the future of peer review. I’évaluation.
INTRODUCTION

cademia is undergoing a profound transformation driven by

rapid technological advances, intensified global collabora-

tion, the spread of for-profit scholarship, and the rise of Al,
which we define as Algorithmic Intelligence (Gordo and Gray).
Maintaining research integrity has become more important than ever
in the face of new challenges and opportunities. The peer review
processes, central to ensuring such integrity, is under growing pres-
sure due to the exponential increase in submissions. This has result-
ed in reviewer overload and significant delays in disseminating
scholarly work. As a response, Generative Al (GenAl) technologies
are being explored as tools to support and partially automate several
dimensions of the peer review processes (PRP).

In an effort to enhance the peer review processes, publishers have in-
troduced automated screening tools that allow editors to accelerate
manuscript evaluation, verify compliance with journal policies, and
identify suitable reviewers based on their expertise and previous per-
formance. At the other end of the publishing chain, academic authors
are increasingly employing what we label Al-assisted technologies,
particularly generative conversational models such as ChatGPT and
large language models (LLMs) more broadly, during the manuscript
preparation phase (Dergaa et al. 616). Although these tools offer the
potential to enhance and accelerate academic writing, their use also
raises pressing ethical concerns around quality, authorship, authen-
ticity, credibility, and accountability, with additional legal implica-
tions regarding copyright (Giray et al. 41).

There is also the paradox of speed. Accelerationism is popular across
the political spectrum, but speeding up processes does not offer a so-
lution to unsustainable dynamics. Yet, accelerating knowledge acqui-
sition drives scholarly publishing as do proliferating crises. Sustain-
ability, having an acceptable homeostasis, assumes relentless expan-
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sionism on material levels cannot continue. And yet a balance must
be reached between the dangers of a new tool such as Al, and what
it can offer. The only way to really find it is to act.

At our journal Teknokultura we are exploring how to use Al as part of
our human-controlled peer review processes, working with the new
wave of Al based on a generative process instead of just rejecting
it or submitting to it. PRP are widely regarded as crucial for estab-
lishing research quality and scholarly legitimacy, while also playing
a significant role in distributing academic prestige and recognition
(Tennant and Ross-Hellauer 1, 12).

In this paper, we address emerging issues, challenges, and ethical
considerations surrounding the integration of Al into PRP. After sur-
veying the main ethical and related concerns raised in the literature,
we focus on a notable blind spot: the absence, or at best marginal
presence, of discussions on sustainability and the environmental im-
pact of GenAl within the broader peer review ecosystem.

Our definition of sustainable publishing resonates with Antoine
Fauchié’s notion of permapublishing, also featured in this special
issue on sustainable publishing. Drawing from permacomputing,
Fauchié emphasizes durability, sobriety, and long-term viability in
editorial infrastructures. His call to decouple publishing workflows
from extractive infrastructures, to empower editors and researchers
through minimalist, self-hosted tools, and to depreciate resource-in-
tensive systems, aligns closely with our argument for a slower, more
environmentally grounded editorial culture. As we will show, ad-
dressing sustainability in PRP and publishing is not just a technical
problem, it is political and epistemological as well.

GENERATIVE Al IN PEER REVIEW PROCESSES: FUNCTIONS,
RISKS AND EMERGING CONCERNS

he integration of GenAlI systems into scholarly workflows is
reshaping both academic communication and PRP. Louie Gi-
ray’s analysis of the views of members of the 170,000-person
strong Facebook group Reviewer 2 Must Be Stopped! is an excellent
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overview of both the promises and perils of automating more of aca-
demic PRP, while also proving beyond doubt that the system now is
not fit for purpose (146). Since 2023 there have been more and more
cases of peer reviews clumsily using Al It is the same for paper writ-
ing. A study of peer-reviewed submissions to Al conferences in 2023
and 2024 estimates that up to 16.9% of them were “substantially mod-
ified by LLMs” (Liang et al.1). No doubt the number is growing high-
er, and in almost every discipline, not just Al research.

Although PRP have been historically adapted to technological
change in its 300-year history (Drozdz and Ladomery 1; Tennant
et al. 5), the rise of GenAl introduces a new set of opportunities
and challenges, as numerous opinion articles point out (Salah et al.;
Schintler et al.; Sabet et al.). These include new ethical dilemmas
(Schintler et al.; Seghier), especially around citation accuracy
(Mehregan) and the need for new policies that implement trans-
parency (Mollaki).

One of Al's main benefits in PRP is improving their efficiency. A
qualitative analysis of reviews of one paper, comparing human re-
viewers to Al peer review, found excellent quality with less time
committed (Biswas et al.). Another study trained an Al peer review
system on 3,300 papers and then compared its reviewing to humans
on a new paper. Despite high correlations between machine and hu-
man evaluations, the research team had reservations about the quali-
ty of machine reviews (Checco et al.). From initial manuscript screen-
ing to review report drafting, Al tools are already streamlining vari-
ous stages, according to a team of researchers in the Philippines who
used a strategic planning tool called SWOT (Strengths, Weaknesses,
Opportunities, and Threats) (Giray et al.).

Some aspects of quality assessment—such as readability checks or
formatting—can reasonably be assisted or automated. AI might re-
duce desk rejections by flagging superficial issues (e.g., layout,
graphic quality) and providing early feedback to authors without en-
gaging reviewers unnecessarily. This could help mitigate “first im-
pression” bias and allow reviewers to focus on scientific content
(Checco et al.). Al also supports routine editorial tasks like plagiarism
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detection, according to a 2022 survey of 685 peer reviewers (Calamur
and Ghosh). Two qualitative analyses of tools and reports agreed
(Kousha and Thelwall; Jiffriya et al.).

Generative Al can assist with paper screening, integrity checks, and
issue flagging, thus facilitating more focused and constructive feed-
back from human reviewers (Miao et al.). Mike Thelwall trained an
Al model on 51 of his previously published articles and found its
evaluations surprisingly aligned with his own, expressing a generally
positive impression of its judgment (9). Al may also shorten review
timelines (Mrowinski et al.; Farber), improve tone and clarity in re-
viewer comments (Verharen) and reduce workload by matching re-
viewers based on expertise (Kousha and Thelwall). GenAI and other
algorithmic decision making, in this sense, promise to alleviate bot-
tlenecks in editorial workflows (Bjork and Solomon).

More recent developments push even further. Advances in LLMs sug-
gest Al could support—or even replace—some complex human writ-
ing tasks. A team led by Lu Sun introduced MetaWriter, trained on
five years of open peer review data, capable of highlighting “com-
mon topics in the original peer reviews, extracts key points by each
reviewer, and on request, provides a preliminary draft of a meta-re-
view that can be further edited” (1) . Similarly, as Lu Sun et alia note
somewhere else, other tools like ReviewFlow, “scaffolds novices us-
ing contextual reflection cues, in-situ knowledge support, and notes-
to-outline synthesis” (16). These tools can also enhance clarity and
coherence in review reports (Mehta et al.; Mollaki).

However, despite these advantages, integrating GenAl into peer re-
view raises significant concerns. Issues around bias and transparency
persist (Calamur and Ghosh; Nath et al.; Garcia). Such bias may
stem from initial impressions, theoretical or ideological orientations,
language choices, social identity markers, or institutional prestige
(Checco et al.). Laurie A. Schintler et al. warn that while Al may “al-
leviate some of the problems that confront peer review today, such
as long decision and publication delays”, it can also compromise the
ethics of Al use in peer review mainly “to matters related to plagia-
rism and authorship in academic journal publishing” (2). Addition-
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al risks include breaches of authorship integrity, threats to confiden-
tiality, and a general lowering of editorial standards (Chauhan and
Currie; Mensah). The speed enabled by Al tools might shortcut rigor-
ous peer scrutiny, resulting in weaker publications (Carobene et al.).
Furthermore, GenAl systems are prone to fabricating content or ref-
erences, which undermines trust in the review process (Giray et al.;
Khalifa and Ibrahim). There is growing evidence that more advanced
models tend to produce more errors—such as hallucinations—than
earlier ones, and developers still cannot fully explain why (Metz and
Weise). In scholarship, accuracy remains a fundamental ethical issue.

Additional ethical risks arise when reviewers rely too heavily on Al,
potentially diminishing critical judgment. There is growing concern
that human reviewers might be replaced, not just assisted. Overre-
liance could blur the boundaries between human and machine au-
thorship, threatening academic originality and credibility. As Tiffany
L. Leung and collaborators note in their editorial text “Authors must
also be cautious of the potential for unintentional plagiarism [...] or
overt Al plagiarism (the authors passing off or taking credit for the
production of statements that were generated by Al). Either form
of plagiarism is deemed not acceptable” (par. 8—emphases in origi-
nal). Because algorithms mirror the biases of their training data, they
can perpetuate historical or sociocultural distortions (Limongi). This
could lead to automation bias, loss of reviewer skill, and an unintend-
ed narrowing of what gets published, reducing epistemic diversity
(Giray et al.). Other major concerns include the potential homoge-
nization of academic perspectives through excessive reliance on Al
and the lack of robust tools to detect Al-generated or modified con-
tent in manuscripts and peer reviews. These issues remain central in
the current debates surrounding the integration of Al into the edito-
rial process.

PUTTING MACHINES IN A HUMAN LOOP: OVERSIGHT, INTEGRITY
AND RESPONSIBILITY IN GENERATIVE Al PEER REVIEW

PRP constitute the backbone of academic research, ensuring that
scholarly work is evaluated by experts before it is published
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(Houghton). Traditionally, peer reviewers engage deeply with man-
uscripts to identify flaws and provide meaningful feedback. Now,
however, with Al increasingly taking over some of these tasks, reser-
vations have emerged about the possibility that reviewers may over-
ly depend on Al outputs without adequately verifying them (Giray et
al.). There are already multiple cases of individuals, some with con-
siderable expertise, relying on flawed Al-generated content without
appropriate scrutiny. It isn’t just important newspapers recommend-
ing for your summer reading books that don’t exist (Blair), it is also a
major government report on children’s health from the U.S. Depart-
ment of Health full of nonexistent science (Mitchell) and a lawyer
from Stanford University being paid $600 an hour as an expert, filing
official court documents with hallucinated cases for the State of Min-
nesota in a trial about the constitutionality of legislation on deep-
fakes and elections (Gray, Deepfakes, par. 18)! This is just the begin-
ning.

While AI holds promise, it is clear that human reviewers remain es-
sential for preserving authenticity and intellectual integrity. For in-
stance, Carobene et al. contend that “we must approach the integra-
tion of Al in study design with discernment, ensuring that it serves
as an adjunct to, rather than a replacement for, the nuanced and
innovative contributions of human intellect” (842). From this per-
spective, academic publishing must center human flourishing, pri-
oritizing equitable and meaningful knowledge creation and dissem-
ination over purely technical optimization. While Al might stream-
line certain editorial logistics, it cannot replicate the critical judg-
ment and interpretive depth that reviewers bring to research assess-
ment (Mehta et al.). This is why it is not enough just to have a human
in the loop (or, as the military says, “man in the loop”). The “loop,”
which really means the system, has to be fundamentally human, and
machines should be integrated at places where they can be helpful,
but always be checked and controlled by people. If we had a schol-
arship system that mainly consisted of machines and humans were
just looking for errors and editing what is fundamentally a machine
product, we would have lost.
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Except for a few proposals advocating fully automated or symmetri-
cal hybrid models (Irfanullah; Weber; Bauchner and Rivara), most of
the specialized literature supports the use of GenAl as a supplement
to, not a substitute for, human oversight in peer review. Accordingly,
Al should be used to support, but not replace, the expert judgment
that ensures contextual depth and epistemic responsibility in eval-
uation (Mollaki; Perry). In short, while GenAl can offer meaningful
assistance, human reviewers remain indispensable for maintaining
academic rigour. The prevailing consensus calls for human-centered
oversight of Al-enhanced peer review, treating Al as a tool or assis-
tant, not a substitute, for human evaluators (Giray et al.; Sabet et al.;
Carobene et al.; Seghier).

From this perspective, Al tools should be limited to narrowly defined
tasks in which they offer clear benefits: automating manuscript
triage, flagging technical or ethical issues (e.g., plagiarism, data
anomalies), suggesting reviewer matches, summarizing manuscript
content, or assisting in drafting and refining reviewer feedback
(Schintler et al.; Seghier; Giray; Carobene et al.; Checco et al.; Thel-
wall; Miao et al.). Furthermore, these tools must be subject to rig-
orous testing for accuracy and reliability (Kankanhalli). Regular au-
dits and performance assessments are necessary to ensure compli-
ance with ethical standards and to detect potential biases or harm
(Mensah; Addy et al.). Crucially, this approach also emphasizes the
need to develop ethical frameworks and regulatory policies that are
transparent, detailed, and responsive to the rapidly evolving nature
of Al technologies in peer review (Mollaki; Garcia; Ling and Yan).

FROM AUTHORSHIP TO ACCOUNTABILITY: ETHICAL FRONTIERS
IN Al PEER REVIEW

s Al continues to advance and permeate various domains of
A society, addressing its ethical implications becomes increas-
ingly urgent. In the context of GenAl-assisted peer review,
issues of accountability and transparency lie at the heart of current

debates (Kousha and Thelwall; Chen et al.; Limongi). It is essential to
critically examine the legitimacy of Al-assisted peer review, assess-
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ing its potential benefits and pitfalls in light of broader epistemic, so-
cial, and ethical concerns (Schintler et al.). Accountability is funda-
mental to ensuring that individuals and institutions are responsible
for the ethical use of Al This involves creating clear guidelines for Al
in academic publishing, as well as mechanisms for monitoring and
enforcement, which is not only a question of punishment, but also
restitution and remediation, if possible. Al agents provide new tools
for monitoring and quality control, they also introduce novel un-
certainties around responsibility and governance. As Ricardo Limon-
gi notes “the role of artificial intelligence agents offers new tools
for monitoring and quality assurance but raises additional questions
about accountability and control (3) (see also Stahl and Eke).

As concerns around legitimacy intensify, an increasing number of
publication guidelines now treat holding the relevant humans ac-
countable as a core criterion for authorship (Schintler et al.). The no-
tion of Al authorship does not cause the responsibility of actual peo-
ple to disappear. If an Al tool produces flawed or inaccurate content,
how can it be held responsible? And if human authors do not fully
understand how the system generated the result, can they? Yes, they
can. You don’t need to know how a tool or weapon works to mis-
use it. To hold otherwise threatens foundational scientific values like
transparency and epistemic responsibility (Texeira da Silva). Nath et
al. assert “[Y]et LLMs cannot take responsibility for their errors and
transgressions, nor are they ever accountable for the integrity of a
given work” (11). It is a question of agency.

Initially, most scientific journals and editors firmly opposed the in-
tegration of Al into the scholarship production (Stokel-Walker; Balat
and Bahsi). For instance, the International Conference on Machine
Learning (ICML) banned submissions with Al-generated scientific
content (Vincent). However, this resistance was short-lived. Within
two years, major academic publishers shifted toward permitting the
inclusion of Al-generated text and visuals, provided that such usage
is clearly disclosed and explained (Grove). Current guidelines now
recommend that authors and reviewers disclose chatbot contribu-
tions and their extent (Miao et al.; Zielinski et al.).
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As Vasiliki Mollaki notes, publishers must urgently develop and en-
force policies on the ethical use of GenAl (248). These should be
transparent, detailed, and actionable, especially for cases where a re-
viewer uses Al tools without proper disclosure. When such tools are
introduced into reviewing processes, it becomes critical to enable
transparency and accountability about automated decision process-
es, offering explanations and guidelines for their appropriate use.
Furthermore, given the fast-evolving nature of this technology, ex-
isting standards require constant reevaluation and adaptation. Jour-
nals and academic institutions must therefore define clear criteria for
when and how AI should be disclosed by both authors and review-
ers (Limongi; Raman). For instance, authors should report Al con-
tributions to text, visuals, or analysis, and reviewers should indicate
if they used AI to edit, phrase, or draft their evaluations. Disclos-
ing technical limitations is also crucial for building trust (Giray et
al.; Seghier; Miao et al.). Absent consistent regulation, GenAlI will be-
come yet another source of criticism in an already contested peer re-
view system, known for delays, inefficiency, and perceived bias, as
well as its limited capacity to prevent fraud and misconduct (Caste-
lo-Branco; Manchikanti et al.; Tennant et al.).

AT’s role in PRP also prompts higher-order philosophical questions:
can a machine truly reason, evaluate, or exercise judgment like a hu-
man researcher? Laurie A. Schintler et al. argue that listing Al as au-
thors or reviewers threatens accountability and responsibility in pub-
lishing, an issue aligned with the dominant human-centred perspec-
tive on ethical PRP (11).

Nevertheless, there are alternative viewpoints that call for collabora-
tion, integration, and even partial delegation of reviewer tasks to Al.
These ideas have historical roots in the exploration of future avenues
for peer review presented nearly a decade ago in the foundational
paper “A multi-disciplinary perspective on emergent and future in-
novations in peer review” by Tennant and a large team of co-authors
(35). Although it does not explicitly address artificial intelligence or
automation, Susan Haack’s work on peer review provides a valu-
able framework for reflecting on how emerging technologies might
help mitigate some of the problems she identifies—for instance, by
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reducing biases or broadening the diversity of voices in the editorial
process (800). More recent contributions, such as those by Howard
Bauchner and Frederick P. Rivara, frame Al as an unavoidable hori-
zon for scholarly publishing, arguing that “rather than avoiding Al
editors should embrace it” (2). Likewise, Ron Weber introduces the
term “‘RoboReviewer’” to propose that an Al system could be de-
veloped and be able to “undertake high-quality reviews of papers”
(87). Today, some experts predict that human-led PRP may soon be
replaced altogether. Driven by time pressures and productivity/prof-
itability demands, the academic publishing system is starting to en-
tertain models of fully automated, Al-driven peer review exemplifies
a wider faith in technological solutionism, the notion that technol-
ogy can “solve” complex societal problems by collapsing them into
mere engineering challenges.

Critics argue, however, that the current peer review system is already
inequitable and unsustainable (Irfanullah; Wynne and Kolachalama;
Parrish). Haseeb Irfanullah highlights the structural exploitation of
unpaid, invisible academic labor by profit-driven publishers (par. 6).
PRP, he points out, rely heavily on professional goodwill, ““good
karma’, and disproportionately burden scholars in under-resourced
regions, exacerbating burnout in the process (par. 4). The problem
has been further intensified by the promotion of open access by
many public administrations, which have been co-opted by the prof-
it-driven logics of major publishers. In turn, those publishers have
leveraged the interactions between digitalization and open access to
anchor “platformization business models” within the global move-
ment to provide society with access to scientific publications—and
therefore, to knowledge. Transformative agreements often perpet-
uate this model, masking the political economy underlying behind
PRP (Tabarés, 154). These critiques point toward the need to imagine
radically different infrastructures.

Megan DeWitt, in this special issue, explores how The Otter, a pub-
lication of the Network in Canadian History and Environment, chal-
lenges dominant academic publishing norms. With an ethos centered
on care, accessibility, and community, the platform embraces con-
tributions from academics, students, independent researchers, and
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activists alike. Its editorial practices intentionally move away from
hierarchical gatekeeping, encouraging relational writing, reflexivity,
and interdisciplinary collaboration. In this way, The Otter models
what an environmentally and socially sustainable approach to
knowledge circulation might look like, one that redistributes author-
ity and redefines academic legitimacy. In a complementary register,
the FEELed Lab’s contribution, “Using Research Blogs,” makes the
case for blog-based publication as a site of ethical resistance. Empha-
sizing process over product and relationality over prestige, the au-
thors frame blogging as a way to reorient research around accessibil-
ity, care, and collective meaning-making, particularly within student
and community-engaged contexts.

This imbalance between contribution and reward undermines both
the fairness and functionality of the review process. As a response,
Irfanullah proposes a fully Al-automated peer review system, not
just as a technical solution, but as an ethical corrective to a broken
publishing model that extracts value from the many while rewarding
only a few. But that is wildly optimistic about how well such systems
can perform. As many have shown, especially in critiques of military
Al (Gray, Al 126), GenAl or any other Al is just not up to doing any
important tasks on its own. There must be a better way.

BEYOND TECHNOLOGICAL SOLUTIONISM AND LIBERAL
GENERATIVE Al FRAMEWORKS: REVISITING THE OPEN SCIENCE
MOVEMENT

cholarship depends on openness, but pursuing profits and

power leads to secrecy. The creation of scientific journals and

professional associations with enforced standards of trans-
parency shaped the science, and other scholarship, of today. Still,
military and proprietary (for profit) research dominates many
emerging technologies, such as Al. Today’s Open Science Movement
(OSM) has articulated a set of interrelated principles including open
scientific knowledge, open dialogue with other knowledge systems,
open engagement of societal actors, and an open science infrastruc-
ture (Wakiaik and Betz; Gong).
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Although existing norms in scientific research aim to preserve its
ethics, integrity and quality, these may fall short in addressing the
unique challenges posed by GenAl For example, traditional data
governance protocols do not adequately handle the scale of big data
processed by Al, especially when dealing with personal or sensitive
data (Chen et al.). A machine’s capacity to learn, infer, and generate
knowledge challenges long-standing ideas of authorship and cred-
ibility. As such, research integrity, traditionally rooted in accuracy,
honesty, and transparency, faces a new test. Ethics is no longer a
complement to Al research but an academic necessity (Limongi).

The integration of Al into content generation introduces complex
dilemmas around authorship and contribution (Koo). Differentiating
human intellectual labor from Al-generated material raises questions
of intellectual property, especially when multiple users reuse Al out-
puts for publication or commercial ends. Moreover, Al-generated
content may closely resemble existing works, leading to potential
copyright disputes. As GenAl expands into domains such as the
PRP, it becomes imperative to establish clear and coherent guidelines
that address the multifaceted legal and ethical aspects of intellectual
property, fair use, and attribution (Chen et al.). Here OSM becomes a
counterpoint: with its emphasis on collective stewardship of knowl-
edge, open data governance, and equitable attribution, OSM provides
a framework to rethink how intellectual property and reuse should
function in the age of Al At the same time, OSM faces its own ten-
sions when openness collides with privacy, consent, and the risks of
extractive big data practices.

Pathways toward the ethical integration of Al in research will re-
quire enhanced collaboration, transparency and accountability. Ac-
cording to Giray, effective use of Al in PRP should promote trans-
parency, uphold ethical standards, protect privacy, ensure quality as-
surance, and support ongoing reviewer development (150). Many of
these goals resonate with the foundational principles of the OSM, in-
cluding the adoption of open-source GenAl models as an ethical av-
enue for scientific progress (Gonzalez-Esteban and Patrici).
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In this context, the OSM has, over time, established a foundational
framework—both in terms of infrastructure and terminology—that
supports the responsible development and application of GenAl in
research. The adoption of GenAl models that align with open science
values, such as the transparent disclosure of training data sources,
would represent a meaningful step toward encouraging model cre-
ators to engage more substantively with open science principles
(Hosseini et al.). Nonetheless, the prevalence of commercial mod-
els—often closed-source and resource-intensive developments—pos-
es significant challenges to the incorporation of these tools into open
science workflows. However, the phenomenon of “openwashing”
complicates the genuine implementation of openness, as many Al
models are marketed as open but remain functionally closed, with-
holding critical components such as datasets, model weights, or doc-
umentation.

The OSM originated in the 17" century alongside the emergence
of scientific journals, when public demand for access to knowledge
compelled scientific communities to share resources (Machado). At
its core, the movement emerged from a conflict between researchers
seeking collaborative access to knowledge and institutions seeking
profit through control of access (David). In terms of research assess-
ment, OSM promotes open identities, open reports and open partic-
ipation as key alternatives to traditional peer review. Journals that
align with open science often adopt customized combinations of
these practices based on their editorial aims. This flexibility allows
for a more nuanced peer review processes—one that balances open-
ness with scholarly rigour, bias mitigation, and accountability.
Aligned with this ethos, Andreas Finke and Thomas Hensel propose
a decentralized, community-based peer review model governed by
smart contracts and blockchains, aiming to improve transparency,
speed and quality (2). Limongi also suggests that participatory mod-
els and open-source Al systems can ensure a fairer and more respon-
sible integration of Al into scientific work (8-9). More broadly, open
science and its core practices—open data, open access, and open peer
review—could offer one of the most robust antidotes to the ethical
and editorial risks of GenAI in PRP.
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Under current conditions, the OSM can offer not only an ethical cor-
rective but also a sustainability-oriented framework for hybrid Al
publishing models. Reconsidering OSM’s relevance is not incompat-
ible with developing regulatory frameworks for Al in academic pub-
lishing. In fact, it may provide an opportunity to reshape ethical stan-
dards and rethink regulation for a transformed scholarly communi-
cation landscape.

From the standpoint of “intelligent governance,” scholars like Pom-
peu Casanovas propose an Al that helps design an ethically respon-
sible version of itself, capable of responding to the profound social
implications of GenAlI (15). Yet there are different challenges that
neither the technological push nor humanistic or ethical approaches
can solve by themselves. In particular, significant problems are still
not being addressed in the extractive and exploitative nature of the
peer review processes under platform logics and the “Al imperative.”
We need to reconsider the use and adoption of Al into the peer re-
view processes and to reflect on the sustainability of current plat-
form business models anchored by the small number of giant for-
profit academic publishers who dominate and gatekeep so much hu-
man knowledge.

EDITORIAL ACCELERATION AND ITS DISCONTENTS: THE UN/
SUSTAINABLE LEGACY OF Al SOLUTIONISM

n an increasingly accelerated world, where urgency defines pro-
I ductivity and velocity eclipses reflection, the publishing industry

and the economic logic underpinning scholarly production and
impact markets have long embraced the consequences of such pace.
This is especially evident in the well-established business of paying
to publish in high-impact journals through mechanisms such as pub-
lication fees and article processing charges (APCs), which finance
open-access publication models. The peak expression of this com-
modification is found in the proliferation of hijacked and explicitly

predatory journals.

Despite the flurry of recent discussions around GenAl-assisted peer
review, most conversations remain anchored in technical logistics,
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Let’s chat

Many of you may know | work for Cactus Communications in my day job, and one of
my responsibilities there is to help publishers speed up their peer review processes.
Usually this is in the form of 100% human peer review, delivered in 7 days. However,
we are now offering a secure hybrid human/Al service in just 5 days. If you want to
chat about how to bring review times down with either a 100% human service, or
you're interested in experimenting with how Al can assist, let's talk:
https://ealendly.com/chrisle 197 2/chris-leonard-cactus

Subscribe to Scalene

Curated by me, Chris Leonard.
If you want to get in touch, please simply reply to this email.

questions of oversight and transparency, or proposals for regulatory
frameworks aimed at restoring confidence in the system. Engaging
with this literature has allowed us to critically reflect on the material
conditions that make GenAl publishing possible and the broader
discourse surrounding the future of peer review. It has also helped
frame the editorial ecosystem’s obsession with speed, efficiency, and
shorter decision making cycles. Figure 1 illustrates the growing push
for accelerated review models—often marketed as hybrid human/AI
services completed in as little as five days.

This drive for ever-faster publishing aligns with the logics of accel-
erationism, a techno-political stance that sees technological and eco-
nomic intensification as a catalyst for systemic transformation (Mar-
dones). Two main currents can be distinguished: left accelerationism,
which advocates using technology to transcend capitalism through
automation and redistribution (Avanessian and Reis); and right accel-
erationism, which promotes unchecked capitalist expansion, believ-
ing acceleration will bring inevitable change (Land, Noumena; Teleo-
plexia). Critics argue that all forms of accelerationism worsen in-
equality and hasten planetary ecological collapse (Noys; Arias Gil).
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The peer review ecosystem, where GenAl-powered processes are
perhaps its most visible accelerationist artifact, exists within this
broader ideological terrain. In tandem, many ethical discussions sur-
rounding Al in peer review rely on technological solutionism and
disciplinary frameworks that often eclipse deeper issues of sustain-
ability. This fixation on protecting the “human factor” or enhancing
transparency risks obscuring the deeper flaws of the peer review sys-
tem itself—flaws that long predate AI. While Al indeed poses ethical
and social risks, including undermining integrity and trust, human-
led peer review also suffers from longstanding problems such as bias,
exploitation, opacity, and inequity (Resnick and Elmore; Schintler et
al.; Tennant and Ross-Hellauer).

Moreover, the ethics discourse surrounding GenAl may be complicit
in whitewashing other urgent problems, particularly the environ-
mental costs of deploying Al at scale in peer review. Although the
carbon footprint of Al models is occasionally mentioned, most liter-
ature on GenAl and PRP does not meaningfully engage with the en-
vironmental consequences of using LLMs in editorial workflows. As
reiterated throughout this paper, dominant concerns remain limited
to efficiency, bias, and workflow optimization, with little attention
paid to sustainability. Thus, we argue that the current Al boom in
academic publishing—driven by accelerationist logics, technological
solutionism and ethical minimalism—obscures both the flaws of the
peer review system and the ecological footprint of Al integration.

These tendencies converge in a form of greenwashing aligned with
the extractivist logic of green capitalism, in which environmental
goals are superficially reconciled with capital accumulation. Green
capitalism posits that growth can continue without ecological degra-
dation, provided that sufficient technological and market-based so-
lutions are implemented. The broader “green economy” similarly
claims to balance economic development with sustainability and so-
cial justice.

Developing and operating even beneficial Al models, extensive deep
learning systems, requires substantial computing power and energy.
Training advanced models can consume hundreds or even thousands
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of graphics processing unit hours, resulting in significant electricity
usage and considerable carbon dioxide emissions contributing to cli-
mate change.

Moreover, many commercial Al models are proprietary and lack
transparency, making it difficult to fully evaluate their environmen-
tal impact and creating challenges for sustainability efforts. For in-
stance, Patterson and his coauthors estimated that training GPT-3, a
language model with 175 billion parameters, generated approximate-
ly 552 tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO,eq) (7). They compared
this to the emissions of a round-trip flight between San Francisco
and New York, noting that GPT-3’s training emissions were roughly
three times higher (13).

In response to these challenges, various tools have been developed
to help quantify and address the environmental impact of Al sys-
tems. Resources such as the Machine Learning Emissions Calculator
(Lacoste et al.) and CodeCarbon (CodeCarbon) aim to raise awareness
of AI’s ecological footprint. Alongside newer Al-based benchmark-
ing systems, these tools assist researchers and institutions in track-
ing and mitigating carbon emissions—despite the paradox that Al is
being used to monitor the damage it helps generate.

Beyond technical solutions, a collective intervention proposed by
Carrie Karsgaard and colleagues—also included in this special is-
sue—offers a more systemic response. Their piece, “The Pedagogy of
Manifesto Making” puts forward a Decarbonizing Manifesto that in-
vites us to rethink the carbon-intensive infrastructure of scholarly
publishing. Written as a form of situated and relational pedagogy, the
manifesto challenges extractivist production models, prestige-driven
evaluation, and hypermobility. Instead, it promotes care, slowness,
and institutional responsibility as cornerstones of sustainable acade-
mic practice. Their proposal resonates strongly with the ethical and
ecological imperatives addressed throughout this issue.

And if care is not taken, these responses risk reproducing a Green Al
narrative—a subdomain that promises sustainable Al by promoting
measurement, tuning, and optimization, without challenging under-
lying extractivist assumptions (Tomlinson et al.; Verdecchia et al.).
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Recent research calls for standardized protocols to quantify the cli-
mate impact of Al models and to prioritize sustainability in Al ethics
frameworks (Igbal et al.). Ultimately, unless sustainability becomes a
central axis in both peer review reform and Al integration, we risk
replacing one flawed system with another, which is more opaque, ex-
tractive, and unsustainable than before.

As scholars in the precariat, working for free to make knowledge
more democratic and more helpful to humanity’s quest for a just and
sustainable world, we understand that sustainability is about more
than publishing protocols or even the crucial issue of energy use and
climate change. It is about us. We must learn to sustain our work, to
have sustainable activism, as Laurence Cox explains in his powerful
overview and defense of this concept. He points out that as we burn
out, so burns the world (530). There are some good theories (Suzuki;
Ede; Boggs and Kurashige) and wonderful practices that have helped
us survive and even thrive. Our participation outside of scholarship
in mass social movements, for example, has not just taught us a great
deal, it has sustained us just as working on Teknokultura sustains us,
making our choice to be scholars something we can live with.

Grace Lee Boggs was a Chinese American activist who worked for
peace until her death at 95. Famous for supporting the Detroit Black
Power movement, pioneering sustainable agriculture, and always
working to end war, she kept a positive spirit by always remember-
ing that we work for a better world, not just against the evil in this
one. Every crisis is an opportunity, and scholarly publishing is cer-
tainly in crisis. As Grace Lee Boggs and Scott Kurashige discuss rev-
olution and sustainable activism:

“Every crisis, actual or impending, needs to be viewed as an
opportunity to bring about profound changes in our society.
Going beyond protest organizing, visionary organizing begins
by creating images and stories of the future that help us imag-
ine and create alternatives to the existing system” (xxi).
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