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AI tools • Penelope.ai

• Elicit

• Paperpal

• Writefull

• coSchedule Headline Analyzer

• QuillBot

• Cohere

• Dall-E2
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https://www.penelope.ai/
https://elicit.com/


Paperpal



Penelope.ai

Penelope.ai is an online tool
that automatically checks
whether scientific manuscripts
meet journal requirements
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Penelope.ai
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Penelope.ai
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Penelope.ai
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Penelope.ai
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Penelope.ai
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Penelope.ai
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Elicit
Analyze research papers at superhuman speed. Automate time-consuming
research tasks like summarizing papers, extracting data, and synthesizing your
findings.
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Elicit 
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Elicit
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Writeful

• automated writing and
proofreading for
academics, using the most
advanced AI to date.

- Paraphraser

- Abstract Generator

- Title Generator
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Quillbot

• Paraphraser, grammar checker,
Citation Generator, Text
summarizer and more.
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DALL.E2
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AI tools used on the publishing 



Artificial Intelligence & Research Publishing

✓ continues to reshape the landscape of research publishing,
offering powerful tools for authors, reviewers, and editors
alike, while presenting unique ethical challenges. AI has
transitioned swiftly from being an emerging curiosity to
becoming an integral force in scholarly publishing.



COPE

• The use of artificial intelligence (AI) tools such as ChatGPT or Large Language
Models in research publications is expanding rapidly. COPE joins organizations,
such as WAME and the JAMA Network among others, to state that AI tools cannot
be listed as an author of a paper.

• AI tools cannot meet the requirements for authorship as they cannot take
responsibility for the submitted work. As non-legal entities, they cannot assert
the presence or absence of conflicts of interest nor manage copyright and license
agreements.

• Authors who use AI tools in the writing of a manuscript, production of images or
graphical elements of the paper, or in the collection and analysis of data, must be
transparent in disclosing in the Materials and Methods (or similar section) of the
paper how the AI tool was used and which tool was used. Authors are fully
responsible for the content of their manuscript, even those parts produced by an
AI tool, and are thus liable for any breach of publication ethics.



WAME Recommendations on
Chatbots and Generative Artificial Intelligence

in Relation to Scholarly Publication
• A new recommendation (#4) has been added to the four original principal

recommendations: 1) Only humans can be authors; 2) Authors should
acknowledge the sources of their materials; 3) Authors must take public
responsibility for their work; 4) Editors and reviewers should specify, to
authors and each other, any use of chatbots in evaluation of the
manuscript and generation of reviews and correspondence; and 5) Editors
need appropriate digital tools to deal with the effects of chatbots on
publishing.

• In addition, this revision acknowledges that chatbots are used to perform
different functions in scholarly publications. Currently, individuals in
scholarly publishing may use chatbots for: 1) simple word-processing tasks
(an extension of, word-processing and grammar-checking software), 2) the
generation of ideas and text, and 3) substantive research.



WAME Recommendations on
Chatbots and Generative Artificial Intelligence

in Relation to Scholarly Publication
• WAME Recommendation 1: Chatbots cannot be authors.

• WAME Recommendation 2: Authors should be transparent when chatbots are
used and provide information about how they were used.

• WAME Recommendations 2.1: Authors submitting a paper in which a chatbot/AI
was used to draft new text should note such use in the acknowledgment; all
prompts used to generate new text, or to convert text or text prompts into tables
or illustrations, should be specified.

• WAME Recommendation 2.2: When an AI tool such as a chatbot is used to carry
out or generate analytical work, help report results (e.g., generating tables or
figures), or write computer codes, this should be stated in the body of the paper,
in both the Abstract and the Methods section. In the interests of enabling
scientific scrutiny, including replication and identifying falsification, the full
prompt used to generate the research results, the time and date of query, and
the AI tool used and its version, should be provided.



WAME Recommendations on
Chatbots and Generative Artificial Intelligence in Relation 

to Scholarly Publication

• WAME Recommendation 3: Authors are responsible for material provided by a
chatbot in their paper (including the accuracy of what is presented and the
absence of plagiarism) and for appropriate attribution of all sources (including
original sources for material generated by the chatbot).

• WAME Recommendation 4: Editors and peer reviewers should specify, to authors
and each other, any use of chatbots in the evaluation of the manuscript and
generation of reviews and correspondence. If they use chatbots in their
communications with authors and each other, they should explain how they were
used.

• WAME Recommendation 5: Editors need appropriate tools to help them detect
content generated or altered by AI. Such tools should be made available to
editors regardless of ability to pay for them, for the good of science and the
public, and to help ensure the integrity of healthcare information and reducing
the risk of adverse health outcomes.



AI policies

• Journals and organizations are swiftly developing policies that
ban inclusion of these nonhuman technologies as “authors”
and that range from prohibiting the inclusion of AI-generated
text in submitted work to requiring full transparency,
responsibility, and accountability for how such tools are used
and reported in scholarly publication.



Nature

• Nature prohibits naming of such tools as a “credited author on a
research paper” because “attribution of authorship carries with it
accountability for the work, and AI tools cannot take such
responsibility.” The policy also advises researchers who use these
tools to document this use in the Methods or Acknowledgment
sections of manuscripts.



JAMA Network

Author Responsibilities
• Nonhuman artificial intelligence, language models, machine learning, or similar

technologies do not qualify for authorship.

• If these models or tools are used to create content or assist with writing or
manuscript preparation, authors must take responsibility for the integrity of the
content generated by these tools. Authors should report the use of artificial
intelligence, language models, machine learning, or similar technologies to create
content or assist with writing or editing of manuscripts in the Acknowledgment
section or the Methods section if this is part of formal research design or
methods.

• This should include a description of the content that was created or edited and
the name of the language model or tool, version and extension numbers, and
manufacturer. (Note: this does not include basic tools for checking grammar,
spelling, references, etc.)



Artificial intelligence-generated content (AIGC)

❑ AI-generated content is text, images, video, or audio content created by
an artificial intelligence tool as a result of human input or prompts. You
can produce AI-generated media using tools like
OpenAI’s ChatGPT and DALL-E, as well as AI-powered features inside
content software like HubSpot and Canva.

❑ AI content usually lacks elements that human-generated content has,
including human experience, point of view, creativity, nuance, and
human quality control. It’s more paint-by-numbers than an entirely new
work.



How AI 
Generates 
Content



Artificial intelligence-generated content (AIGC)

Hypothesis & ideas

Research paper generation

AI-generated review reports

Quality & Integrity Checks

AI Decision Making

AI supported peer review

Figure creation



Benefits of AI-Generated Content

Efficiency & Speed

Cost-effectiveness

Personalization capabilities



Limitations of AI-Generated Content

Quality Control

Lack of creativity & Originality

Reduced Engagement

Ethical Considerations

Bias & Discriminations Job Displacement



AI Detector

➢ Quillbot

➢ Scribbr

➢PaperPal

➢ GPTZero

➢ ZeroGPT

➢Writer

➢ Originality.ai

➢ Turnitin

➢ SciSpace

➢ ContentDetector.ai

➢ Grammarly

➢ PerfectEssayWriter

➢ Decopy AI

➢ Detecting-AI.com

➢ Copyleaks



Scribbr









The disadvantages of AI-generated content

oLack of Contextual Understanding

oOveruse of Repetitive Phrases

oIncorrect or Outdated Information

oLack of Creativity and Originality

oPoor Understanding of Reader Intent



Humanizing AI content

• making AI-generated text sound like it was shaped by someone who 
understands the audience, respecting their emotions and 
background.



Allowing AI co–authors is a disregard for humanization
Accountability in Research

• First, allowing AI to be a coauthor disregards the uniquely human experience of writing
texts. This means that human authors are seen as mere producers of texts rather than
rational beings engaged in a value-added and humanized learning process expressed
through the paper. The relationship between the human author and the thesis is reduced
to a mere result of generation rather than a result of individual human critical thinking.
Second, allowing AI to be a coauthor leads to self-delusion about one’s own rationality
and thus violates the responsibility to understand the world correctly. In this process of
self-deception, it is not as if those who grant AI coauthor status do not realize that AI is
not the same as humans; however, they self-deceivingly assume that AI has the same
internal state as humans. This means that the relationship between the author and the
work is no longer seen as a position to be respected, but as something probabilistic and
gamified.




