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Limitations of Using Generative Artificial Intelligence in Writing Scientific

Articles: Producing Low-Quality Manuscripts

Mohsen Rezaeian?!

In the editorial of the previous issue of this journal, we addressed two significant limitations regarding the use of
generative artificial intelligence (Al) in writing scientific articles (1). The first limitation stems from the fact that if you
task a generative Al tool to draft sections of an article, it may generate fabricated references (2). The second limitation
relates to the fact that the training data for large language models—which are used by generative Al tools to create
content—is likely skewed toward texts produced by scientific institutions in high-income Western countries (3). In this
editorial, we will examine another critical limitation: the complex considerations that arise regarding authorship when
generative Al tools are used to prepare a manuscript.

According to the International Committee of Medical Journal Editors (ICMJE), to qualify for authorship, an individual
must have made substantial contributions to the conception or design of the work, the acquisition, analysis, or
interpretation of data, and the drafting of the work or its critical revision for important intellectual content. Furthermore,
they must provide final approval of the version to be published and agree to be accountable for all aspects of the work,
ensuring that questions related to the accuracy or integrity of any part of the work are appropriately investigated and
resolved (4).

When authors ask an Al tool to write sections of their article, they are effectively assigning an authorship role to that
tool. However, no Al tool can be held accountable for the accuracy and integrity of the content published in an article.
This is particularly of concern given that, as previously mentioned, generative Al tools often produce and cite fabricated
sources (5).

For this reason, most scientific journals, including the Journal of Rafsanjan University of Medical Sciences, require
authors to provide detailed disclosures regarding any use of these tools in the writing of their articles (6). Nevertheless,
some highly prestigious journals, such as Science, maintain a stricter stance, stating that the use of text generated by

generative Al is prohibited for manuscripts submitted to their journal, as such text cannot be considered “original” (7).
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