/ European Science Editing

Written by Al, Reviewed by Al, and
Published by Al — the Human Editor
as the Ultimate Gatekeeper in
Publication Ethics

Bor Luen TangP<

Department of Biochemistry, Yong Loo Lin School of Medicine, National University
Health System, National University of Singapore, 8 Medical Dr, Singapore 117596,
Singapore

bchtbl@nus.edu.sg

orcid.org/0000-0002-1925-636X

Citation

Tang BL. Written by Al reviewed by AI, and published by AI — the human editor
as the ultimate gatekeeper in publication ethics. Eur Sci Ed. 2024;50:€132192.

https:/doi.org/10.3897/ese.2024.€132192


mailto:bchtbl@nus.edu.sg
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1925-636X

ese Written by Al, Reviewed by Al and Published by Al

Artificial intelligence (Al), particularly genera- OpenAl's ChatGPT (GPT38.5) (https:/chat-
tive Al and large language models (LLMs), has gpt.com), were independently prompted to
greatly impacted academic publishing. These, provide a 500-word review of the said text.
in the form of freely available chatbots, have Subsequently, with the reviews combined
been hailed to facilitate academic manuscript (anonymized: Gemini-reviewer 1; ChatGPT-
writing and even the review of such writings. reviewer 2), both chatbots were prompted
The inclusion of ChatGPT as authors in scien- to provide an editorial decision. Transcripts
tific manuscripts has also prompted reactions of the chats are attached as supplementary
from journals and publishers, denouncing materials.

. .
and barring the practice.! Personally, I have The paper subjected to Al review above has

often dreaded the possibility that AI might been published after peer review, and as

one day take over the entire academic pub- such there is a likelihood that both AI chat-

lishing process, resulting in a vicious cycle in . ..
§P g Y bots might view it favorably and endorse

which “papers are written by Al, reviewed by its acceptance. Both Gemini and ChatGPT

Al read by Al and with the above processes provided positive, albeit somewhat generic,

g .
repeated.”? Indeed, this has already occurred remarks on the paper’s strengths, with signifi-

to some extent, with AI-written and reviewed
cant overlap between the 2 sets of comments.

. . . N
papers infiltrating scholarly literature.? To an Interestingly, however, the chatbots had

old fogey like me, this situation is intuitively different opinions when it came to consid

objectionable, but the incessant drive to use . . . o
erations for improvement. While Gemini’s

Al in research and academic work by research . o . . .
review criticized the limited discussions of

institutions and the scientific community Al benefits, specificity in recommendations

to enhance effectiveness and productivit . .
p y and future research considerations, ChatGPT

can appear to be overwhelming. However, ..
bp & asked for further empirical data, broader

against the torrent of Al optimism, a ques- . «
8 P 4 stakeholder perspectives and “to compare the

tion remains: who would observe publication . . s .
P proposed Al research integrity guidelines with

quality and standards in an AI-dominated . - .
existing frameworks or guidelines in related

scientific publication process? ” . .. g
p p fields.” In conclusion, Gemini noted that “This

id, luabl lysis of the chal-
A recently published paper on “Research papet provides a yaluable analysis of the cha

lenges and opportunities presented by Al in
integrity in the era of artificial intelli- 8 pportu P Y

” . . . . scientific research,” while ChatGPT asserted
gence”* provided me with an introduction

that “Overall, th k ignificant
to Al-driven publishing. Parsing the text of at vera € paper makes a signiican

tribution to the literature by addressi
the paper (without the title or author infor- contribution to the lferature by addressing a
timely and important topic with clarity and
depth.” On the whole, Gemini and ChatGPT’s

comments appear to be 2 well-structured but

mation) through GPTZero (https:/gptzero.
me) returned the following output score in
terms of proportion of contributions: AI-74%,
mix-26%, human-0% (The “Abstract” plus

“Introduction” part returned a 100% Al score,

separate positive reviews. Notably, however,
these chatbots tend to spell out broad notions

f st ths and k f th i
as assessed by both GPTZero and another ot strengths and weaknesses of the paperin a

th land t lated , but d
Al writing detection tool, Scribbr https:/ww rather general and templated manner, but do

t reall into details of f th iti
w.scribbr.com/ai-detector/). Using this as an fot really go fito detat’s of any of the writings

. and initiate criticisms from within the lines.
example of a paper that was largely written

with the aid of Al, 2 LLM chatbots, Google’s When it comes to editorial decisions based on
Gemini (https:/gemini.google.com/app) and the 2 reviews, Gemini indicated that it would
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“accept the paper for publication with revi-

3

sions,” and ChatGPT recommends “..publica-
tion after the authors address the revisions
suggested by the reviewers.” Thus, despite
the positive reviews, both chatbots have
insisted on revisions. The chatbots were then
prompted with the following: “Will you still
accept the paper if I tell you that it is largely
written by Al (AI-74%, mix-26%, human-0%)?”
Gemini responded by exclaiming, “That’s

an interesting development!” and “while the
authorship breakdown is unusual, it wouldn't
necessarily prevent publication, assuming
the following conditions are met” (transpar-
ency, quality of paper, and human oversight).
ChatGPT was less supportive, indicating that
“the fact that it is predominantly written by
Al without human input raises complex issues
that would need careful consideration.” Both
chatbots thus appear to place some emphasis
on human involvement in publication pro-

cesses driven by AL

The above exercise is limited to a single
paper, and it is therefore not possible to
generalize. However, it did alleviate some-
what my perhaps naive worry that Als will
simply accept papers written by an Al, if only
because they are likely trained with grossly
overlapping datasets from the existing litera-
ture. The exercise has also provided a glimpse
into the potential for AI's usefulness in the
publication review process, such as provid-
ing a preliminary screen for the suitability

of submitted manuscripts for further review.
This might be helpful for editors address-
ing pressing issues such as reviewer fatigue.’
It would also help editors to provide some
useful feedback to authors whose manu-
scripts are desk-rejected without peer review,
beyond a templated, generic, and uninforma-

tive rejection letter.

In the end, I think perhaps the most use-
ful feedback offered by the chatbots was on

the criticality of having human oversight.
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It would be a human editor (and editorial
assistants, including Al-based tools, that the
editor has available) who could recognize
(and as such potentially penalize or mini-
mize) the Al dependency of a manuscript,
enable its fair and rigorous peer review (even
if the reviewers covertly use Al to write their
reports), and make constructive and insight-
ful editorial decisions based on the balance
of the reviews (AI- or human-produced). In
making an initial editorial assessment before
proceeding to engage peer reviewers, the
editor could examine the Al-based content of
a manuscript and whether declarations made
on such by the authors are in line with journal
guidelines. The editor could also ensure that
reviews that are eventually used in making

an editorial decision post-peer review are
authentically crafted by human reviewers
with true expertise to navigate and interro-
gate the scientific and technical intricacies of
the manuscript content. The exercise above
thus reaffirmed the notion of the editor as the
ultimate gatekeeper of ethical oversight in

academic publishing.

While the use of Al in writing is allowed by
many journals and publishers (with proper
declarations by the authors), there are, to

this author’s knowledge, thus far no explicit
guidelines for review reports that could also
be crafted with AI. However, some reviews
are indeed already being produced by Al and
such instances are only going to increase in
extent and frequency. If Al-based academic
publication is a growing trend that can neither
be avoided nor reversed, please at least let the

editors be human.
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