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Abstract. Artificial intelligence is increasingly being proposed as a tool to improve the effi-
ciency of academic peer review. While such applications may alleviate reviewer shortages
and enhance productivity, they largely preserve the existing architecture of scientific pub-
lishing. In this commentary I propose that Al also creates an opportunity to reimagine
more fundamental aspects of how knowledge is evaluated and disseminated. Drawing on

concepts from operations management and innovation, I propose disruptive alternatives

Copyright: © 2026 INFORMS

that challenge the underlying design of the current process. Rather than simply helping

referees review papers faster, Al may enable new models of scientific communication that
are more open, timely, and adaptive to the needs of modern scholarship.

History: This commentary was accepted by Christoph Loch.
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In their article “Fighting Fire with Fire: Infusing Al
into Peer Review to Sustain Quality Scholarship,”
Bhargava and coauthors point to two very real pain
points in the current peer review system: (1) conges-
tion resulting from growing demand for scarce referee
capacity, and (2) the ad hoc manner in which individ-
ual referees use Al (“shadow Al”) (Bhargava et al.
2026). In response, the authors recommend two work-
flow modifications: (1) using Al to improve referee
productivity (“...to save time on mechanical checks

. and focus their intellectual energy on aspects of the
review that require deeper human involvement... "),
and (2) establishing clear norms regarding Al use in
the review process. As a long-time author, reviewer,
and editor myself, I applaud these ideas and view
them as part of the right bundle of Al applications to
augment our current process of academic peer review
and publication.

Nevertheless, I believe we should take this opportu-
nity to ask a more fundamental question. It is the same
question many organizations and societies have faced
when confronted with new technologies: do we use
the new technology to incrementally innovate by
improving and sustaining our current processes and
structures (the “dominant design”), or is it time to pur-
sue innovations that disrupt and challenge the domi-
nant design—and thereby our current paradigm?

I'would like to propose three arguments in favor of a
more disruptive approach to innovating the academic

publishing process. These points are intended not as a
critique of our current and past practices, but rather, as
an invitation to us to reimagine what new processes
might look like.

First, we should acknowledge that the basic work-
flow (author submits, referees judge, editor decides,
journal publishes) and the architecture of the publica-
tion system (a monthly publication of roughly a dozen
articles, each approximately 32 pages long) remain
fundamentally unchanged from more than 70 years
ago, when this journal was founded. Put differently,
our current workflow and the organizations that man-
age it still reflect the design constraints of the 1950s:
limited bandwidth (pages), distribution by mail, and
knowledge stored on paper, which is not only bulky
but also difficult to search. Continuing to operate
within these constraints puts us at risk for “building a
better fax machine” and may stand in the way of more
radical, architectural innovation.

Second, we teach our students about the power of
just-in-time systems, yet, as authors, we batch our
knowledge output into long papers, and as journals,
we publish assortments of such papers once a month.
As aresult of this batch-flow operation and the lengthy
review process, it is not uncommon to see publication
lead times—from working paper to publication—
stretch over multiple years. This is simply too long in a
field where technology changes rapidly. In response to
this slow pace, much of the scientific debate has
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migrated to platforms such as SSRN, Substack, and X.
The poor content quality associated with social media
is well documented, but it is largely a consequence of
the anonymity these platforms permit. In our scientific
community, the personal reputations we have as scho-
lars and the brands of the institutions that employ us
may be sufficient to avoid the trap that has turned
many social media sites into intellectual sewage sys-
tems. Moreover, an Al prescreening mechanism simi-
lar to the one proposed by Bhargava and coauthors
could serve as an automated content moderator if
needed.

Third, I propose that there are viable alternatives to
relying on anonymous (and typically uncompensated)
referees as quality inspectors. In a world without page
limits, might it make sense to publish every submitted
paper—including supplementary materials such as data,
analyses, and computer code—and allow the scientific
community to engage in quality control after the virtual
ink has dried? True, the universe of published papers

would expand substantially, and publication counts
would no longer serve as a strong signal of scholarly
quality. But Al agents could help curate the set of papers
we might find worthwhile to read. And if we disagree
with the validity of an argument we encounter, we could
comment directly to the author and, when sufficiently
important, engage in a public debate. Fame and recogni-
tion would then accrue to those who succeed in such
public debates, rather than to those who managed, be-
hind closed doors, to convince an editor and three refer-
ees to accept their paper. Academic publishing could
thereby fulfill the promise social media once held—but
failed to deliver on becoming a true marketplace for
ideas, free speech, and intellectual progress.
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