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manuscript and ensured compliance with the highest standards of 
academic integrity. This initial screening reinforced the importance of 
ethical research practices and provided confidence that every article 
entering the review process was based on authentic and original work.

The most valuable stage of the submission process was 
undoubtedly the peer review. The reviewers examined the manuscript 
with remarkable professionalism, offering constructive comments, 
insightful observations, and practical recommendations. Their 
feedback extended beyond identifying weaknesses; it challenged me 
to rethink several sections, improve technical explanations, clarify 
complex concepts, strengthen scientific arguments, and reorganize 
portions of the paper to achieve greater clarity and coherence.

Following the reviewers’ recommendations, I thoroughly rewrote 
the manuscript, carefully addressing every comment and implementing 
substantial revisions. This required considerable effort and reflection, 
but the result was a significantly improved article in terms of scientific 
rigor, readability, organization, and overall quality. After the revised 
manuscript was resubmitted, it underwent a final editorial evaluation 
to verify that all reviewer comments had been satisfactorily addressed 
before receiving its final acceptance for publication.

This experience demonstrated that scientific publishing is 
fundamentally a collaborative endeavor. While authors contribute 
original ideas, research, and creativity, reviewers make an equally 
important contribution by refining those ideas, identifying 
opportunities for improvement, and ensuring that the final publication 
reaches the highest possible scientific standard. The published article 
therefore becomes not only the work of its author but also the result 
of the professionalism, expertise, and dedication of anonymous 
reviewers and the editorial team.

I greatly appreciate the rigorous yet constructive editorial process 
adopted by AAOAJ. The sequence of originality verification, peer 
review, revision, editorial assessment, and final acceptance represents 
an excellent model for maintaining scientific quality and credibility. 
Such a process benefits not only individual authors but also the 
broader scientific community by ensuring that published research has 
undergone careful scrutiny and continuous refinement.

Part II – Towards living papers: a proposal for 
collective intelligence in scientific publishing

My positive experience also inspired me to reflect on how scientific 
publishing could evolve in the coming years. While the current peer 
-review system remains one of the strongest mechanisms for ensuring 
scientific quality, emerging technologies and new collaborative 
models offer opportunities to further enhance how knowledge is 
created, refined, and shared.

I envision a future in which selected manuscripts addressing topics 
of broad scientific importance evolve into Living Papers —dynamic 
research projects developed through structured collaboration among 
multiple contributors. Rather than limiting manuscript development 
to one or a few authors, journals could identify particularly promising 
research and invite experts with complementary knowledge to 
contribute throughout the review and development process.

In this model, reviewers would retain their essential role as 
independent evaluators while, when appropriate and with the 
agreement of the original authors, having the opportunity to become 
scientific collaborators. They could contribute additional analyses, 
references, technical refinements, alternative methodologies, or 
interdisciplinary perspectives. Editors would oversee this process, 
ensuring transparency, fairness, proper authorship recognition, and 
rigorous academic standards.

Artificial intelligence could further strengthen this collaborative 
ecosystem —not by replacing scientific reasoning, creativity, or 
critical judgment, but by serving as an intelligent research assistant. 
AI could accelerate literature reviews, identify inconsistencies, 
suggest relevant publications, verify references, improve language 
and structure, and facilitate communication among contributors. 
Human expertise would remain central to every scientific decision, 
while AI would enhance efficiency and broaden access to knowledge.

A practical example illustrates the potential. Imagine a manuscript 
on underground habitats for Mars. During review, a planetary geologist 
contributes new data on lava tubes, a structural engineer refines 
excavation methods, an environmental scientist evaluates long-term 
sustainability, and AI identifies recently published studies relevant to 
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Part I – My experience with the AAOAJ 
publication process

Submitting my article, “Underground Terraforming for Space 
Development,” to AAOAJ was far more than a publication experience; 
it was an educational journey that demonstrated how rigorous 
scientific review can transform a manuscript into a stronger and more 
valuable contribution to the scientific community.

The process began with a comprehensive anti -plagiarism 
assessment, an essential first step that verified the originality of the 
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radiation shielding. Under the guidance of the original authors and 
editors, these contributions would be integrated into a continually 
improving publication, producing a more comprehensive and robust 
scientific resource than any individual contributor could create alone.

Naturally, such a model would also present challenges, including 
authorship attribution, version control, editorial coordination, and 
safeguarding against errors introduced by AI -assisted analyses. 
However, these issues are organizational rather than conceptual and 
can be addressed through transparent editorial policies and clear 
standards for contributor recognition and quality assurance. History 
repeatedly demonstrates that many of humanity’s greatest scientific 
achievements	 have emerged through collaboration. As research 
challenges become increasingly complex —particularly in fields 
such as space development, underground and planetary terraforming, 
artificial intelligence, climate engineering, and sustainability —the 
integration of diverse expertise may become not merely advantageous 
but essential.

Scientific publishing could therefore evolve from a system 
primarily dedicated to evaluating completed research into one that 
actively cultivates knowledge through structured collaboration. 
Living Papers would represent a natural extension of peer review,	
transforming publication from a final destination into a continuous 
process of scientific refinement. The future of scientific publishing 
may lie not in replacing peer review, but in expanding it into an 
enduring framework for collaborative knowledge creation, where 
human expertise and artificial intelligence work together to advance 
science for the benefit of both the research community and society 
(Figure 1).

Figure 1 From peer review to collective intelligence.
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