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Ar�ficial Intelligence (AI) is widely used in  
research and has recently been applied to  
wri�ng scien�fic papers.
While AI can generate dra�s rapidly, it  
requires well-structured, detailed prompts 
to  produce high-quality content. This study  
evaluates the capabili�es of two free to use  
AI pla�orms, ChatGPT-4o and Claude 3.5  
Sonnet, in genera�ng scien�fic papers  
compared to human-wri�en ar�cles.

Both ChatGPT and Claude successfully  
generated ini�al dra�s. ChatGPT's output was  
sl ightly more thorough and included  
visualiza�ons of the provided data. However, 
the ini�al output lacked references. Claude, 
while unable to visualize the data, included 
five references in its ini�al dra�. Notably, 
these references were not fabricated, but 
drawn from its training data.
Subsequent refinement with addi�onal  
prompts was necessary for both pla�orms.
ChatGPT's web access facilitated real-�me  
literature searches and integra�on of relevant 
studies. Claude, lacking this capability, 
produced a longer and more comprehensive 
ar�cle a�er addi�onal promp�ng. However, 
its  final reference list contained some 
fabricated ar�cles and discrepancies between 
the referenced ar�cles and the provided DOIs.
They both provided short reference lists,  
incomparable to the one provided by human  
both in quality and quan�ty.
Both AI tools used descrip�ve sta�s�cs and 
Chi-square tests,  but lacked detailed  
equa�ons. Claude also applied the McNemar 
test, aligning with human sta�s�cal choices.

Both pla�orms successfully generated a first dra� from a single, comprehensive 
prompt. However, the quality of these ini�al dra�s was not comparable to  human-
generated ar�cles and would likely not have passed peer review. Subsequent 
refinement with  follow-up prompts significantly improved both the  length and quality 
of the generated text. LLMs can serve as helpful aids in the dra�ing and refinement 
stages of scien�fic wri�ng. However, the tested free  versions of ChatGPT and Claude, in 
their current state, lack the capabili�es to produce ar�cles that meet the rigor and 
completeness standards of human-authored scien�fic publica�ons.

Our objec�ve was to generate the en�re  
ar�cle from a single prompt, encompassing  
uploaded data (a coded dataset related to the  
study), a codebook explaining the data  
structure, and a ques�onnaire detailing the  
research methodology. This approach aimed  
to simulate a realis�c scenario where AI is  
tasked with producing a comprehensive 
sc ien�fic output  based on provided  
informa�on. We designed a detailed prompt  
that provided all necessary guidance and  
contextual informa�on for both pla�orms.
AI outputs were compared for quality,  
references,  sta�s�cal  analys is ,  and 
completeness.
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