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Abstract
A discussion has emerged in academia regarding whether researchers who par-
ticipate in peer review should receive monetary compensation. In academic
research, scholarly journals serve as vital platforms for knowledge dissemina-
tion and exchange, bearing the critical responsibility of screening, evaluating,
and publishing high-quality research papers. As a key mechanism for ensuring
academic quality, the peer review system has long relied on reviewers who in-
vest substantial time and effort without receiving any form of remuneration.
In recent years, with the continuous evolution of the academic landscape and
the growing volume of review work, voices questioning this tradition have be-
come increasingly prominent. Many scholars have begun advocating for a re-
examination of peer reviewers’ labor value and exploring the establishment of
more equitable incentive mechanisms. This article investigates the potential im-
plications of providing compensation by analyzing historical context, existing
literature, and empirical data, examining both positive outcomes—such as en-
hanced review quality and efficiency and reduced review times—and potential
drawbacks, including increased operational costs and research ethics concerns,
while proposing several viable solutions.
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Abstract
The question of whether researchers who participate in peer review should re-
ceive compensation has recently emerged as a significant topic of debate within
the academic community. Academic journals serve as vital platforms for knowl-
edge dissemination and exchange, bearing the critical responsibility of screening,
evaluating, and publishing high-quality research papers. As the cornerstone of
ensuring academic quality, the peer review mechanism has long relied on review-
ers who dedicate substantial time and effort to evaluating manuscripts without
receiving any form of remuneration. In recent years, however, as the academic
landscape has evolved and review workloads have increased substantially, this
longstanding tradition has faced growing criticism. Many scholars now advo-
cate for a fundamental reassessment of the labor value of peer reviewers and
the establishment of more equitable incentive mechanisms. This paper examines
the historical background, existing research, and empirical data to analyze the
potential impacts of remunerating reviewers, including positive outcomes such
as improved review quality and efficiency and shortened review cycles, as well
as potential risks like increased operational costs and research ethics concerns.
Finally, it proposes several possible solutions to address these challenges.
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1. Introduction
In academic research, journals function as essential platforms for knowledge
dissemination and scholarly exchange, shouldering the critical responsibility of
screening, evaluating, and publishing high-quality papers. When a manuscript
is submitted, editorial offices typically adhere to a rigorous peer review process,
inviting external experts (usually two) to conduct comprehensive and objective
evaluations. These invited scholars, known as peer reviewers, leverage their pro-
found expertise and scholarly insight to provide invaluable assessment reports
that inform editorial decisions on publication. However, despite investing con-
siderable time and intellectual effort in this work, peer reviewers traditionally
receive no compensation. For decades, this unpaid labor has been accepted as
standard practice within academia, yet recently, as the academic environment
has transformed and review burdens have intensified, this convention has faced
mounting scrutiny. An increasing number of scholars now argue that we must
reexamine the value of reviewers’ labor and explore more sustainable incentive
mechanisms to safeguard review quality and ensure the long-term viability of
the system.
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2. Should Academic Journals Pay Peer Reviewers $450?
At the “Researcher to Reader Conference” in February 2021, the specific propo-
sition of whether journals should pay peer reviewers $450 sparked vigorous and
substantive debate, with participants offering sharply contrasting perspectives.
Proponents of payment contend that fair compensation would substantially en-
hance both the quality and efficiency of peer review. They argue that appropri-
ate financial incentives would motivate reviewers to engage more conscientiously
with manuscripts, yielding more precise and comprehensive evaluations, while
also accelerating review timelines and reducing unnecessary delays that burden
both authors and journals. Conversely, opponents warn that such payments
could introduce significant adverse consequences. They point out that compen-
sating reviewers would increase operational costs for journals, likely driving up
subscription fees and imposing greater financial strain on institutions and schol-
ars. Additionally, they express concern that monetary compensation might
compromise research ethics, potentially leading reviewers to relax their stan-
dards due to financial interests and thereby undermining the impartiality and
objectivity essential to scholarly evaluation.

3. Why Peer Review Is Unpaid: Historical Context
Examining the historical evolution of academic journals and the peer review
system reveals that peer review originated as a voluntary contribution among
academic society members. In that era, scholars undertook review work out of
genuine passion for research and shared commitment to disciplinary advance-
ment, willingly contributing their expertise to uphold academic standards. Re-
markably, this tradition of unpaid service persisted even as academic publishing
gradually commercialized and scaled up. Despite the introduction of market
mechanisms, commercial journals have largely maintained this practice, with
reviewers continuing to uphold an ethos of academic public service, offering
their intellectual labor without expectation of payment. This tradition of pro
bono peer review has become a distinctive feature of academic culture, reflecting
scholars’ dedication to and investment in the scholarly enterprise.

4. Consequences of Paid Peer Review: Cases and Research
Although unpaid peer review remains the dominant model in academia, some
journals and institutions have experimented with compensating reviewers,
prompting scholarly investigation into this practice. Research indicates that
payment can indeed reduce review times and improve efficiency, as finan-
cial incentives often motivate reviewers to complete their assessments more
promptly, thereby decreasing authors’ waiting periods. However, the impact of
compensation on reviewer participation rates appears modest at best; even with
monetary incentives, willingness to participate has not increased significantly.
This suggests that for many scholars, academic prestige and professional
responsibility serve as more powerful motivators than financial reward. Fur-
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thermore, researchers have developed theoretical models to explore the complex
relationship between payment and participation, incorporating variables such
as economic incentives, academic reputation, and review workload to more
comprehensively understand the dynamics at play.

5. Conclusion
Peer review constitutes a critical mechanism for ensuring quality in academic
publishing, and while many researchers desire recognition for their contribu-
tions, few consider monetary compensation their primary expectation. This phe-
nomenon reflects a distinctive value system within academia that distinguishes
between scholarly contribution and material reward. As academic publishing
continues to evolve, the question of whether peer reviewers should be paid will
undoubtedly remain a subject of ongoing discussion and reflection. Based on
a comprehensive analysis of diverse perspectives and empirical evidence, this
paper concludes that although remunerating reviewers may enhance efficiency
and quality while stimulating reviewer engagement, whether such a model is
truly feasible and beneficial for the long-term health of the scholarly ecosystem
remains a controversial and open question requiring deeper investigation.
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