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Abstract: This article examines the crisis of scientific writing in the age of artificial 

intelligence (AI) not as a sudden, isolated technological rupture, but as the inevitable 

consequence of a long-term structural transformation. Arguing that AI has not created 

this crisis but rather made pre-existing contradictions visible, the study grounds its ar-

gument on four primary axes: the historical rhetorical construction of scientific dis-

course, the transformation of the IMRAD (Introduction, Method, Results, Discussion) 

format into an unquestionable normative model, the profit-driven political economy of 

academic publishing monopolies, and the increasingly ambiguous status of authorship 

in the context of large language models. Drawing on Michel Foucault’s conceptualisa-

tion of knowledge-power, Thomas Kuhn’s approach to normal science, and Peter 

Fleming’s critique of academic capitalism, this analysis reveals how the current system 

rewards only measurable and rapidly circulable outputs while marginalising theoretical 

risk-taking and critical depth of interpretation. The article highlights that the discrep-

ancy between detected and declared AI use in academic production points to a severe 

transparency problem. As texts become standardised, measurability increases; AI, in 

turn, reproduces these forms perfectly, thereby radically narrowing epistemic and nar-

rative diversity. Proposing three potential future scenarios – full automation, the resur-

gence of creative theoretical writing, and the coexistence of a dual literature structure 

– the study concludes that a permanent solution lies not in superficial technical fixes, 

but in profound structural interventions. These include the radical restructuring of the 

publishing economy, the elimination of academic precarity, and the revalorisation of 

non-standard, critical forms of writing. The critique developed here is directed primarily 

at the empirical natural and social sciences, where IMRAD-based writing and metric 

pressures are most acute, though the structural forces identified – academic capital-

ism, publishing monopolies, and AI optimisation – operate system-wide. 
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1. Introduction 

Since Roland Barthes declared the death of the author, considerable time has passed 

(Barthes 1977). Over the past few years, the academic community, in particular, has 

been debating with anxiety and apprehension whether, in the wake of an artificial in-

telligence “coup”, an author remains whose funeral could be held at all. Yet this anxiety 

is, ironically, a product of the very thing it critiques itself: a system in which an academic 

question is only considered legitimate when expressed in an academic journal, in a 

prescribed format, and in a prescribed language. 

Scientific writing is one of the most visible forms of epistemic authority in modern 

societies. An academic article is not merely a vehicle for conveying research findings; 

it is simultaneously an institutional regulatory mechanism that determines how 

knowledge is to be produced, how it is to be presented, and in what forms it is to be 

considered legitimate. For this reason, scientific writing is fundamentally an epistemo-

logical and sociological concern, irreducible to technical composition. Language is not 

merely a tool of communication; it is the domain in which knowledge is constructed and 

classified, and power relations are reproduced. 

The standardisation of academic writing, the rise of large language models, and the 

consolidation of publishing monopolies are not parallel developments that happen to 

intersect; they are mutually reinforcing pressures that share the same structural logic. 

The fundamental question is this: Is artificial intelligence bringing scientific writing to 

an end, or is scientific writing already so thoroughly mechanised that it can be readily 

taken over by AI? In order to answer this question, it is necessary to examine together 

the historical formation of scientific discourse, its paradigmatic structure, the political 

economy of publishing, recent empirical findings on the use of AI, and the transfor-

mation of the authorship category. At the intersection of these axes, the true dimen-

sions of the crisis in which scientific writing currently finds itself will become more 

clearly visible. 

The epistemic narrowing of scientific discourse feeds a discursive crisis of homog-

enised writing, which in turn reflects the economic logic of publishing monopolies that 

devalue academic labour – a logic now extended to the legitimacy of authorship itself 

as AI-assisted production grows. 

This study is not an empirical research project based on data production; it is a 

critical theoretical analysis. Methodologically, it combines discourse analysis with a 

political-economic approach. The discourse analytical dimension operates at the level 

of genre and format critique, drawing on Bazerman (1988), Swales (1990), and Fou-

cault (1972, 1998), rather than corpus analysis. The article analyses how the IMRAD 

(Introduction – Methods – Results – Discussion) format functions as a discursive norm 

that regulates epistemic behaviour: this is closer to what Foucault called the “archae-

ology of knowledge”, which identifies the rules that determine what counts as a 
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legitimate scientific statement, than to corpus-based or conversation-analytic ap-

proaches. On the political-economic side, it analyses the effects of academic capital-

ism on the publication regime through secondary data and current publication statis-

tics. The aim is to frame post-AI scientific writing as a problem of discursive, institu-

tional, and political structure rather than a merely technical matter. The study thus 

takes the character of a critical theoretical essay that includes a normative intervention. 

The central thesis advanced here is the following: the crisis of scientific writing is not a 

data deficit but a narrative contraction, and this contraction cannot be evaluated inde-

pendently of the political economy of academic capitalism. AI does not initiate this con-

traction; it renders these structural tensions more visible, and in doing so accelerates 

them. Addressing the crisis, therefore, requires structural transformation of the incen-

tive regimes governing knowledge production, not technical fixes. 

The article proceeds as follows: first, the rhetorical and historical character of scien-

tific discourse is addressed; then, the normativisation of the IMRAD format and its ef-

fects on the paradigm are examined. Following a detailed assessment of academic 

capitalism and the political economy of publishing, the rise of AI in scientific writing is 

examined with statistical data and the transformation of the authorship category is dis-

cussed. Finally, possible future scenarios are assessed, and proposals for structural 

transformation are presented. 

2. The Rhetorical Character of Scientific Discourse 

2.1. The Dissolution of the Myth of Objectivity 

In the second half of the twentieth century, the philosophy and sociology of science 

seriously questioned the positivist assumption that scientific texts are purely objective 

reflections of reality. Gross’s (1990) work demonstrated that scientific articles contain 

rhetorical strategies, drawing attention to the persuasive function of scientific dis-

course. According to Gross, scientific texts do not “present” data; they legitimate it 

within a particular narrative organisation. Scientists, in conveying their findings, must 

simultaneously prove that those findings are reliable, original, and consistent with com-

munity norms. This persuasive dimension is an unavoidable part of scientific text. 

Similarly, Latour (1987) demonstrated that scientific facts are constructed through 

laboratory practices and discursive networks. Latour’s “black box” metaphor explains 

that established scientific facts are, in fact, products of intensive processes of negoti-

ation and persuasion, and that once accepted, this construction process becomes in-

visible. From this perspective, the claim that scientific text “merely conveys facts” 

emerges as an ideological fiction. 

This ideological pressure extends directly to form: the mechanisation of scientific 

writing is connected to the radicalisation of the ideal of neutrality. Objectivity has grad-

ually become equated with stylelessness and anonymity. The suppression of the au-

thor’s voice – passive constructions, vague subjects, impersonal narration – reflects 

not objective reality but an expectation of institutional conformity. This institutional 
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transformation demonstrates how the credibility mechanisms of scientific discourse 

can be reduced to rhetorical devices. It is worth noting that this critique of positivist 

standardisation has deep roots in the continental philosophical tradition. The Positivist 

Dispute (Positivismusstreit) in German sociology – the debates between Adorno, Ha-

bermas, Popper, and Albert in the 1960s – revolved precisely around the status of 

objectivity, the role of critique, and the epistemological limits of positivism in the social 

sciences (see Adorno et al. 1976). These debates demonstrate that the current AI mo-

ment is not a rupture but the latest episode in a longer struggle over the legitimate form 

of scientific rationality. 

Alongside the works of Gross and Latour, one of the most comprehensive historical 

studies of the rhetorical structure of scientific writing belongs to Bazerman (1988). Ba-

zerman documents in detail how the experimental article as a genre has been shaped 

from the seventeenth century to the present and how it has become intertwined with 

the practices of scientific communities. This historical perspective makes the artificiality 

of the absolutisation of the current IMRAD format all the more apparent. The format in 

question is not the expression of a universal and necessary scientific truth; it is a con-

vention that arose from the practical needs of a particular historical period and gradu-

ally acquired an ideological status. 

Kahneman and Tversky’s behavioural economics research demonstrated that hu-

mans think with systematic biases and tend to avoid ambiguity (Kahneman 2011). This 

finding carries significant meaning in the context of scientific writing: standardised for-

mats reduce the capacity to tolerate ambiguity and push researchers towards the safe 

boundaries of habitual patterns. Mechanisation inevitably leads to a poverty of mean-

ing but simultaneously functions as a practical refuge that dispenses with institutional 

anxieties. 

2.2. The Historicity of Genre and Format 

Swales’s (1990) work established that academic writing genres are historically con-

structed by discourse communities. The formal characteristics of a genre reflect the 

epistemic values, power relations, and practical needs of that community. Although the 

IMRAD format was developed for the purpose of methodological transparency, it has 

been transformed into a normative and mandatory structure over time. This transfor-

mation has produced three significant consequences: reducing the research process 

to a linear narrative, rendering processes of uncertainty and failure invisible, and min-

imising the interpretive tone of voice. It should be noted that IMRAD is primarily hege-

monic in empirical natural and social sciences; theoretical and critical writing, including 

the kind published in journals such as tripleC, does not necessarily operate within this 

format. The argument advanced here is that IMRAD has come to function as a symbol 

of “scientific legitimacy” more broadly, exerting normative pressure even in domains 

where it is not formally required. This constructivist understanding of scientific formats 

is consonant with the broader tradition of Science and Technology Studies (STS). 

Scholars such as Woolgar (1988) and Knorr Cetina (1999) have shown how laboratory 
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inscription devices and representational practices actively shape what counts as sci-

entific knowledge – lending further support to the argument that format is never merely 

a neutral container. 

Nobel laureate scientist Medawar (1964) argued that the IMRAD structure misrep-

resents the actual flow of scientific thought. According to Medawar, this structure, 

which conceals the chaotic, trial-and-error, and non-linear nature of the research pro-

cess, presents science not as a process of discovery but as the application of a pre-

determined procedure. This mode of presentation not only renders science incompre-

hensible but also damages the social legitimacy of science, for it conceals the deep 

gulf between the process communicated to the public and the process actually lived. 

The rigidification of genre norms also makes interdisciplinary production more diffi-

cult. Forms of inquiry drawn from the humanities – philosophy, literary criticism, or his-

tory – are incompatible with the IMRAD standards of the natural sciences; this situation 

structurally constrains dialogue between disciplines. Yet a large proportion of the par-

adigm shifts that have occurred in the history of science have germinated at points of 

interdisciplinary contact. 

The IMRAD format is not in itself the cause of intellectual monotony, but it produces 

this effect under certain incentive systems. The relationship between form and epis-

temic outcome is mediated not directly but through institutional intermediaries. When 

performance metrics such as citation count, publication speed, and index visibility re-

ward conformity to IMRAD, the format ceases to be merely a technical regulation and 

becomes a norm that guides epistemic behaviour. The problem, therefore, is not the 

existence of the format, but its imposition as the sole valid model, excluding alternative 

writing regimes. 

2.3. Scientific Over-Production and the Loss of Quality 

The mechanisation of scientific writing has acquired not only a formal dimension but 

also a quantitative one. As of 2025, approximately five million new scientific articles 

are published per year; this rapid growth in publication volume has brought the peer 

review system to the point of collapse (CNRS [French National Centre for Scientific 

Research] 2025b). By 2023, the annual number of retracted articles had approached 

10,000 (Van Noorden 2023a). Concurrently, the scale of fraudulent and fabricated pa-

per production has emerged as a distinct and compounding crisis (Van Noorden 

2023b). It should be noted that this rise is not straightforwardly diagnostic: it may reflect 

improved detection mechanisms and greater publication volume as much as genuine 

quality decline. Taken together with other structural indicators, however, the trend is 

consistent with a system under pressure rather than one engaged in effective self-

correction. 

In the words of CNRS researcher Didier Torny, many authors today aim “not to be 

read but simply to go unread” (CNRS 2025b); articles are designed primarily to appeal 

to bibliometric algorithms, enabling researchers to artificially inflate their CVs (CNRS 

2025b). Since this observation is drawn from institutional communication, it should be 
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interpreted not as a verified empirical finding, but rather as a practitioner’s field obser-

vation. Its significance stems from its alignment with a broader pattern documented 

across multiple independent sources. 

Since the 1980s, the number of articles has increased approximately fivefold, yet a 

large portion of this increase reflects not an improvement in research quality but a 

systematic consequence of “publish or perish” pressure (CNRS 2025b; Larivière, 

Haustein, and Mongeon 2015). This disproportion is a structural indicator that an in-

creasing proportion of production is oriented towards career engineering rather than 

original knowledge contribution. 

3. Paradigm and Discursive Homogeneity 

3.1. The Conservative Nature of Normal Science 

Kuhn (1962) argued that scientific progress does not occur linearly but through para-

digm breaks. During periods of normal science, researchers work within the bounda-

ries of the dominant paradigm; anomalous findings are ignored, or attempts are made 

to accommodate them within the existing framework. Paradigms are constructed not 

only through data but also through discourse. If discourse is homogeneous, non-para-

digmatic thinking is not merely rejected; it loses even the capacity to find an appropriate 

language in which to be expressed. 

The consequence is stark: the homogenisation of writing form leads to the homog-

enisation of thought. Non-paradigmatic ideas often cannot secure funding, cannot be 

published, or are filtered out during the peer review process. Scientific writing thereby 

assumes a conservative function through this mechanism: it reproduces the existing 

order of knowledge and keeps those who question it on the outside. This exclusionary 

mechanism is most often not intentional; the order itself operates by rewarding con-

formity and penalising deviance. 

This raises a further theoretical question: Do the large language models on which 

AI tools are based reproduce normal science, or do they pave the way for paradigm 

breaks? The great majority of the training data on which these models are built consists 

of existing academic literature; consequently, these models have internalised the dis-

cursive patterns of the dominant paradigm in Kuhn’s sense and are prone to reproduc-

ing them. This characteristic bears the risk of transforming large language models from 

powerful research tools into paradigm guardians. On the other hand, the capacity they 

demonstrate for making interdisciplinary connections may open doors to unexpected 

theoretical syntheses; this dual potential has not yet been sufficiently investigated. 

Indeed, when young researchers enter the academic system, they learn to write 

texts that follow rules rather than break them. This learning process is not merely for-

mal; it is an intellectual shaping. Venturing outside IMRAD or attempting an unfamiliar 

mode of inquiry carries a calculable career risk. Thus, the tradition of scientific writing 

passed down from generation to generation prioritises conformity rather than question-

ing. 
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Large language models represent the statistical concentration of dominant litera-

ture. Since training data consists largely of existing academic publications, these mod-

els optimise the discursive average of normal science. This structurally renders them 

conservative in the production of non-paradigmatic thought. Yet the same models also 

possess the capacity to bring together interdisciplinary concepts in unexpected ways. 

Accordingly, AI is neither a direct paradigm guardian nor a revolutionary subject; what 

is determinative is within which epistemic incentive system it is used. If the academic 

evaluation regime rewards conformity rather than innovation, AI will serve the automa-

tion of normal science. 

To clarify the underlying mechanism, the argument can be summarised as a cumu-

lative transformation: First, the mechanisation of scientific writing introduces standard-

ised formats (e.g., IMRAD) that privilege modular, segmented, and decontextualised 

knowledge units. Second, these standardised formats become metrically tractable, en-

abling audit systems, citation counting, and performance evaluation regimes. Third, 

this metricisation incentivises further standardisation, reinforcing conformity in writing 

practices. Fourth, large language models are trained on precisely this already-stand-

ardised corpus, which makes such formats computationally optimisable and reproduc-

ible at scale. Finally, mechanisation produces standardised formats that become met-

rically tractable. This, in turn, incentivises further standardisation. As AI optimisation 

accelerates this self-reinforcing loop, the ultimate result is a contraction of epistemic 

and narrative diversity. AI does not initiate this process but accelerates and stabilises 

it by rewarding precisely those forms of writing that are most easily machine generated. 

3.2. A Critique of Methodological Monism 

Feyerabend (1975) criticised scientific methodological monism and defended plural-

ism. According to Feyerabend, science is historically heterogeneous; rigid rules can 

impede progress. This position, summarised as “anything goes,” is not methodological 

anarchism but a warning against methodological dogmatism. Looking at the history of 

science, one sees that many of the most radical advances have come from research-

ers who refused to conform to established methods. 

Today, journals attach more importance to structural conformity, citation counts, and 

methodological orthodoxy than to content. The dogmatisation of IMRAD constitutes a 

structural obstacle to pluralism. Writing that does not take formal risks also tends not 

to take intellectual risks. Over time, this cycle produces an effect that homogenises 

scientific production in terms of content and thereby narrows the collective accumula-

tion of knowledge. 

Moreover, this homogenisation reinforces a geographical inequality. The dominance 

of English in the academic world and the adoption of the IMRAD format as a universal 

guide either render knowledge production forms originating from outside the West in-

visible or force them to conform to dominant patterns. The pluralism claimed in global 

knowledge production thus conceals a structural uniformity behind a formal equality. 

What changes in the age of AI is that this uniformity becomes self-reinforcing at a new 
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speed: large language models trained predominantly on existing indexed literature re-

produce and amplify the dominant paradigm, making the production of non-paradig-

matic thought not merely risky but structurally improbable. The geographic and epis-

temic exclusions already built into the writing regime are thus reproduced at scale by 

AI systems that have internalised those exclusions as statistical norms. 

4. Knowledge-Power and Authorship 

Foucault’s analysis of knowledge-power is of critical importance for understanding the 

regulatory character of scientific discourse. Foucault (1972) demonstrated that dis-

course does not merely produce knowledge; it also determines which statements are 

to count as knowledge, who has the right to speak, and which regime of truth is to be 

considered valid. From this framework, scientific discourse emerges as a field in which 

power relations are produced. 

Foucault’s (1998) concept of the “author function” shows that authorship is not an 

individual subject but a regulatory category. The author function is a function that clas-

sifies texts, constrains their interpretations, and determines responsibility. The scien-

tific author, within this framework, represents not a creative subject but an institutional 

positioning. The name at the end of an article is not the expression of individual crea-

tivity but of an institutional affiliation, a methodological commitment, and a membership 

in a disciplinary community. 

In this environment, where structural fetishism has transformed scientific writing into 

a technical procedure report, texts that take risks are filtered out, essay-like theoretical 

writings remain outside the index, and young researchers are compelled to write safely. 

The result is texts that are methodologically impeccable but intellectually timid. This is 

not merely an individual loss; it is the structural limitation of collective knowledge pro-

duction. 

The most concrete form in which the power of discourse is materialised in scientific 

writing emerges in the process of decisions about which research is considered worth 

publishing. The peer review system is the fundamental mechanism through which 

these decisions are legitimised and disciplinary norms reproduced. The anonymity of 

reviewers does not make this process transparent; on the contrary, by dispersing re-

sponsibility, it transforms the application of norms into a disciplinary mechanism inde-

pendent of personality. 

Foucault’s analysis brings into relief the fact that the formal rules of scientific writing 

actually draw epistemic boundaries. The obligation to use an “objective” language, 

while commanding that interpretation and perspective be erased from the text, renders 

a particular perspective, that of the dominant paradigm, ordinary and invisible. This 

invisibilisation mechanism is what most effectively preserves the power dimension of 

scientific discourse: even critique itself is compelled to be voiced by conforming to the 

rules of the discourse it critiques. 

In this framework, the question of “who is allowed to speak” carries separate im-

portance. In academic writing practice, from which institutional position you write, in 
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which language you write, and to which methodological tradition you belong determine 

how your argument is received, independently of the content of that argument. That 

researchers from the Global South can only be heard in international literature when 

they conform to Northern norms is one of the most concrete and least discussed man-

ifestations of this power asymmetry. The claim of scientific universality here conceals 

a structural inequality. In the age of AI, the knowledge-power dynamics Foucault iden-

tifies acquire a new dimension: the “author function” is not only regulated by institu-

tional norms but is increasingly delegated to systems that have internalised those 

norms at the level of their statistical architecture. When an AI tool assists in writing, it 

does not produce a neutral text; it produces a text shaped by the discursive regularities 

of the dominant academic tradition. The power relations embedded in scientific dis-

course are thus reproduced not by individual disciplinary actors but by the infrastruc-

ture of knowledge production itself. 

5. Academic Capitalism and Dark Academia 

Reading the mechanisation of scientific discourse solely as an epistemological or 

methodological process remains incomplete. Underlying this process is a structure that 

Fleming (2021) has analysed in detail: academic capitalism. According to Fleming, the 

contemporary university is no longer the free-thinking institution of the Enlightenment 

but an institutional structure that prioritises profit, efficiency indicators, and market 

alignment. Knowledge production has ceased to be a process in which original ideas 

are generated; it has been transformed into manageable, measurable, and reportable 

outputs. 

Fleming (2021) positions academics as both producers and victims of the university. 

Academics are compelled to continuously publish, apply for grants, and remain visible 

within citation indices in order to justify their existence. This situation is the natural 

enemy of creative thought; for creativity requires time, requires “deviance,” requires a 

willingness to magnify uncertainty. Academic capitalism, by contrast, demands short-

term, measurable, and brandable outputs. 

Fleming documents that universities are increasingly adopting neoliberal manage-

ment understandings, with the number of administrators increasing while the secure 

employment conditions of academic staff deteriorate. This managerial structure gen-

erates precarity and compels academics to submit to the system: to keep their writing 

within templates, to select safe topics, to conform to journal guidelines. Scientific cre-

ativity is systematically ground down under this metric pressure. 

Slaughter and Leslie (1997) theorised universities’ market-oriented behaviours and 

the commodification of knowledge. The concept of academic capitalism expresses the 

fact that universities shape their research activities according to market logic and that 

academics internalise this logic. This market-driven transformation has fundamentally 

altered research priorities, academic identity, and the public function of science. 

The broader critical political economy literature on the neoliberal university – en-

compassing audit culture, metric regimes, and the precarisation of academic labour – 
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has accumulated substantially over the past two decades, well beyond Fleming’s sin-

gle interpretive framework. The tripleC special issue on Academic Labour, Digital Me-

dia and Capitalism (Allmer and Bulut 2018) addressed many of these structural dy-

namics from a critical political economy perspective, situating the commodification of 

knowledge within wider circuits of capital accumulation and institutional governance. 

The structural pressures documented across this literature, including audit culture, pre-

carious employment, and the commodification of research outputs, are precisely those 

that shape the writing practices examined here. 

Wilsdon et al. (2015) comprehensively analysed the unintended consequences of 

metrics on research culture. It was demonstrated that citation counts and journal im-

pact factors drive researchers towards risk avoidance, towards orienting themselves 

to safe topics, and towards producing a large number of short-term publications. The 

San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment (DORA), developed in response 

to this metric pressure, calls for the qualitative assessment of the content of research 

in its own right. Yet this call produces a limited effect in practice without changes to 

institutional incentive structures. 

From here, it is possible to arrive at a critical inference: the mechanisation of scien-

tific writing is not merely a matter of writing culture; it is simultaneously the linguistic 

manifestation of the disciplinary mechanism of the capitalist university over academics. 

The researcher who standardises in writing also standardises in thinking; the re-

searcher who standardises in thinking gradually loses their intellectual autonomy. The 

profit rates that emerge in the academic publishing model reflect not merely market 

success but the asymmetric distribution of surplus value created in the process of 

knowledge production. Researchers transfer the text they have produced with public 

resources at no cost, reviewers perform evaluations unpaid, a significant proportion of 

editorial labour proceeds based on academic voluntarism, yet the economic value pro-

duced concentrates within the publishing house. This structure differs from classical 

wage labour exploitation; what is at issue is the integration of voluntary academic la-

bour into the system through institutional prestige and performance pressure. The 

commodification of knowledge takes place here not merely at the level of the product 

but in the writing practice itself. 

6. Academic Publishing Monopolies: Knowledge Economy as Labour Exploitation 

One of the most striking manifestations of academic capitalism is concretised in the 

economic model of large academic publishing companies. Five major publishers – 

Elsevier, Springer Nature, John Wiley & Sons, Taylor & Francis, and SAGE Publica-

tions – control more than half of this sector, which generates 25 to 34 billion dollars in 

annual revenue (Larivière, Haustein, and Mongeon 2015; Curcic 2023). These pub-

lishers possess profit margins that at times reach 40 percent, surpassing even tech-

nology giants like Google and Amazon (Curcic 2023; Xiao, An, and Williams 2024). 

These profit margins are not the product of an exception found nowhere in any other 

knowledge industry but of systematic labour exploitation. 
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Publisher Approx. 

Journals 
Annual Revenue 

(billion $) 
Profit Margin 

(%) 
Primary Model 

Elsevier (RELX) ~2,500 ~3.8 35–40 Subscription + 

APC 

Springer Nature ~3,000 ~2.1 25–30 Subscription + 

APC 

Wiley-Blackwell ~1,700 ~1.6 20–25 Subscription + 

APC 

Taylor & Francis ~2,900 ~0.9 15–20 Subscription + 

APC 

SAGE Publications ~1,000 ~0.7 15–20 Subscription + 

APC 

Table 1: Economic Profile of Major Academic Publishers (2023–2024). Source: Com-

piled from data in Larivière, Haustein, and Mongeon (2015), Curcic (2023), and Xiao, 

An, and Williams (2024). 

The striking aspect of this profit model lies in how labour is organised. At the start of 

the academic publishing chain stand researchers; they produce their articles as the 

result of research predominantly financed by public funds and submit these articles to 

publishers at no cost. Reviewers, too, submit their labour to these companies without 

payment. Publishers then format the text and charge high subscription fees from indi-

viduals and institutions. This structure constitutes a distinctive capitalist model in which 

academic and reviewer labour is effectively organised in the form of voluntary labour 

or self-exploitation (Buranyi 2017; Willinsky 2006). 

Researchers compelled to act under the pressure of “publish or perish” reinforce the 

monopoly of publishers: the researcher prefers these companies’ journals in order to 

appear in citation indices, yet each repetition of this preference legitimises the struc-

tural dominance of the publisher. This closed loop, which Fleming (2021) also empha-

sises, reproduces the system spontaneously and operates in deep harmony with the 

prevailing economic order. 

In academic publishing, the problems experienced are not limited to the formal 

transformation of scientific text; structural distortions in evaluation practices also feed 

this structural transformation. Chief among these problems is the misleading identifi-

cation established between index and quality. A journal’s impact factor does not meas-

ure the value of the individual article or researcher published in that journal; it reflects 

the journal’s overall citation average. Equating these two quantities produces a sys-

tematic error that evaluates individual production through journal prestige, reducing 

research evaluation from a qualitative process to a numerical scan (DORA 2012). The 

design of career and funding mechanisms in an index-focused manner feeds the 
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“publish or perish” culture and drives researchers towards producing rapid, indexable 

outputs rather than original and long-term studies (Edwards and Roy 2017). 

In the article-processing charge (APC) model, major publishers charge between 

2,000 and 12,000 dollars per article. The open access movement, advanced with 

claims of public benefit, has been internalised by publishers through this manoeuvre, 

with the payment point shifted from reader to author (Larivière, Haustein and Mongeon 

2015; Butler et al. 2023; Mirowski 2018). The result is the continuation of an absurd 

cycle in which the public finances the research, the academic writes without payment, 

the reviewer assesses without payment, and the university purchases access by pay-

ing high subscription fees. 

A significant portion of articles published in these journals receive no citations or are 

never read after publication; this rate climbs to 32 percent for the social sciences and 

82 percent for the humanities in measurements carried out over five-year windows 

(Remler 2014; Eveleth 2014). According to Hamilton’s (1990) finding, 55per cent of 

articles published between 1981 and 1985 received no citations during the five years 

following publication. The economic cost of this situation belongs not only to the pub-

lishing sector but to the public. These structural dysfunctions are not isolated anoma-

lies but form part of a broader constellation of systemic problems afflicting scholarly 

publishing, ten of which have been comprehensively mapped by Tennant et al. (2019), 

whose analysis confirms that the issues identified here are extensively documented 

across the wider literature. 

One of the principal reasons for the rapid growth of preprint platforms in recent years 

is the operation of this academic publishing machinery. Platforms such as arXiv (1991), 

bioRxiv (2013), and medRxiv (2019) have raised the speed at which knowledge circu-

lates while opening the authority of the traditional peer review mechanism to question 

(Abdill and Blekhman 2019; Fraser et al. 2021). The institutionalisation of preprint cul-

ture during the COVID-19 pandemic concretely demonstrated how functional this al-

ternative model can be in emergency situations. 

7. The Narrative Dimension: Science and Story 

Scientific writing has long been idealised as a form purged of narrative. Narrative ap-

peared to belong to the domain of the emotional and subjective; it was carefully kept 

at a distance from objective scientific discourse. Yet this boundary is indefensible both 

epistemologically and practically. Schimel’s (2012) work argues that scientific text 

needs a narrative structure in order to be effective: a research question, a context as 

to why that question is important, findings, and an interpretation of those findings. Even 

a scientific article, at its core, is based on an organisation of problem, tension, and 

resolution. Yet this most often remains in the background, and even a hierarchical 

“ranking” has been “constructed” among article types. 

The distinction between research articles and review articles is where this hierarchy 

is most visible. In the social sciences and humanities, the sharp distinction between 

“research article” and “review article” has itself become a subject of critique. 
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Approaches that argue in particular that the production of disciplinary knowledge can-

not be reduced solely to “new data” emphasise that theoretical and interpretive works 

also offer original contributions. For example, Michel Foucault’s genealogical analyses 

or Clifford Geertz’s “thick description” approach are based not on the production of 

empirical data but on the reinterpretation of existing discourses, texts, and practices; 

despite this, these works have produced discipline-founding effects (Foucault 1972; 

Geertz 1973). Similarly, the meta-analysis and systematic review literature has also 

shown that reviews are not merely summarising texts but methodologically original and 

result-producing texts (Gough, Oliver and Thomas 2017). The methodological diversity 

inherent to review-based scholarship has been further documented by Grant and 

Booth (2009), whose typology of fourteen distinct review forms demonstrates that syn-

thesis work encompasses a wide spectrum of epistemological approaches, each with 

its own validity criteria and original contribution. The challenge of integrating qualitative 

evidence within such frameworks has been similarly examined by Dixon-Woods et al. 

(2006), whose work underscores that methodological originality in review scholarship 

extends well beyond quantitative synthesis and cannot be adequately captured by IM-

RAD-bound evaluation criteria. 

Polkinghorne (1988) argues that narrative knowledge is a paradigm with its own 

validity criteria, distinct from logical-scientific knowledge. The meaning of human ex-

perience is constructed by positioning events within a narrative fabric. From this per-

spective, the purging of narrative from scientific writing is not merely a question of style; 

it is an epistemological loss that renders invisible the human experience, uncertainty, 

and contextual meaning contained in the research process. Which question the re-

searcher asks, why that question matters to them, and what the findings signify within 

a wider framework of meaning– none of these contaminate objective reality; they give 

meaning to it. 

It is necessary to emphasise that narrative is determinative not merely for popular 

science but also for paradigm shifts. New theoretical frameworks most often require a 

new narrative order; reinterpreting established facts first requires discursive courage. 

Seen this way, the crisis in scientific writing is identical to a problem of the suppression 

of narrative. Science without narrative is not merely less-read; it is less-understood, 

and consequently ineffective in public life. 

The tension between science and narrative is, in fact, the product of an artificial 

opposition. Looking at the history of the natural sciences, one sees that Darwin’s theory 

of evolution, Newton’s theory of gravitation, or Einstein’s theory of relativity spread not 

merely through mathematical formulae but through powerful metaphors, intuitive im-

ages, and narrative frameworks. This narrative dimension played a determining role 

both in the acceptance of theories within the scientific community and in their transfer 

to the public sphere. The mechanisation of scientific writing means forgetting this her-

itage. 

The emergence today of “science communication” as a separate discipline is itself 

a confession of this rupture. The fact that scientific text has become unable to reach 
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the public has become so systematic that “translating” scientific knowledge “into the 

language of the public” is now defined as a separate profession requiring expertise. 

Yet this need for translation arises from scientific writing’s initial abandonment of nar-

rative. The solution is not to transfer scientific text to the popular domain but to re-

narrativise scientific text itself. Historical precedents make this point concretely. Dar-

win’s On the Origin of Species (1859) combined meticulous empirical observation with 

a sustained narrative argument – the gradual unfolding of a theory through accumulat-

ing evidence and imaginative inference – that was accessible to educated non-spe-

cialists and transformative for the scientific community simultaneously. Clifford 

Geertz’s “thick description” approach in The Interpretation of Cultures (1973) demon-

strated that deep interpretive engagement with particular cases could yield generalisa-

ble theoretical insight without ever reducing the material to a formula. Michel Foucault’s 

genealogical analyses – in Discipline and Punish (1975) or The Archaeology of 

Knowledge (1972) – produced discipline-founding effects not through data production 

but through the reinterpretation of existing discourses, texts, and practices in a new 

narrative order. None of these works would pass through the standard IMRAD filter of 

a contemporary indexed journal. All of them have shaped their fields more profoundly 

than most compliant articles published in the same periods. What they share is discur-

sive courage: a willingness to let the argument unfold at the pace and in the form that 

the object of inquiry demands. This is precisely the pace and form that the journal 

template no longer permits. 

8. The Death of the Author and Artificial Intelligence 

Barthes (1977) argued that the meaning of text had become independent of the author. 

The “death of the author” thesis maintained that the production of meaning arises not 

from the creative subject’s intentions and experience but from the text itself, from lan-

guage, and from the encounter between reader and text. In this debate, production 

was still human-centred. Today, however, a more radical situation obtains: the author 

of text is indeterminate. Finding an author to place in the coffin has become difficult. 

Large language models can synthesise literature, imitate academic tone, produce 

disciplinary jargon, and even write peer review reports. Kusumegi et al. (2025) show 

that AI use has accelerated article production, reduced barriers for non-native English 

speakers, and diversified the discovery of prior literature. Reimers and Waldfogel 

(2026) document that in the Amazon e-book market between 2022 and 2025, the 

monthly number of new books approximately tripled. While average book quality has 

declined, the quality of books at the top of the distribution has risen thanks to increased 

volume; experienced authors from the pre-AI era continue to produce quality work, 

while new authors publishing in the AI era predominantly produce low-quality content. 

Calibrated demand model simulations suggest that under a scenario of sustained pro-

duction increase, consumer welfare could rise by 25 to 50 percent, implying that AI has 

a net positive effect for book readers, albeit a contested one (Reimers and Waldfogel 

2026). Yet this “novelty” also brings certain concerns. 
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Crawford’s (2021) work argues that AI is not a technical tool but a political and ep-

istemic structure. AI systems are not neutral; they reproduce the biases, discursive 

patterns, and power relations of the data on which they are trained. The risks this situ-

ation carries for scientific text production have not yet been sufficiently debated. It is 

important to recognise, however, that the algorithmic mediation of academic 

knowledge did not begin with generative AI. Striphas’s (2015) concept of “algorithmic 

culture” illuminates how cultural production (including scholarly knowledge) has long 

been shaped by ranking, sorting, and recommendation algorithms. Citation indices, 

journal impact factors, and database visibility scores already constituted an algorithmic 

layer governing what research was found, read, and rewarded, well before large lan-

guage models entered the scene. Generative AI is therefore not a rupture in the rela-

tionship between algorithms and academic knowledge but an intensification of it: the 

same logic of automated selection and statistical normalisation that previously shaped 

what was read now shapes what is written. In this light, the concerns raised by Bender 

et al. (2021) about LLMs reproducing statistical patterns rather than generating under-

standing must be situated within this longer history of algorithmic mediation. Similarly, 

computational approaches to scholarly text – such as those explored by Rockwell and 

Sinclair (2016) in their work on computational hermeneutics – suggest that the rela-

tionship between algorithmic tools and humanistic interpretation need not be one of 

displacement. The decisive question is which institutional frameworks govern that re-

lationship. 

Akgün’s (2025) work questions, through the paradox of the Ship of Theseus, what 

would remain if human authorship were gradually replaced by AI. If every section of an 

article has been written by AI but edited by a researcher, whose work is this article? If 

only the methods section were produced by AI, where would the boundary begin? 

These questions carry critical importance not merely from a copyright perspective but 

also with regard to scientific responsibility, originality, and the bases of the legitimacy 

of knowledge. 

Floridi and Chiriatti (2020) emphasise that while models such as GPT-3 possess the 

capacity to process information, they lack the intentionality and consciousness that 

understanding requires. Bender et al. (2021) have characterised these models as “sto-

chastic parrots,” arguing that they do not understand language but merely recombine 

statistical patterns. These debates keep alive the fundamental question of whether 

texts produced by AI can be considered original scientific contributions. More recent 

scholarship has extended and nuanced these foundational critiques. Raitskaya and 

Tikhonova’s (2025) scoping review of generative AI in scholarly writing maps a rapidly 

evolving landscape in which the epistemic risks identified by Floridi and Bender – fab-

rication of references, reproduction of disciplinary bias, opacity of reasoning – remain 

documented concerns even in the most capable current models. Thoumrungroje 

(2025) further argues that the efficiency gains offered by large language models in 

academic writing are inseparable from the ethical dilemmas they introduce around orig-

inality and authorial responsibility. Kusumegi et al. (2025) demonstrate empirically that 
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AI-assisted scientific production in the era of large language models changes not 

merely the pace but the epistemological texture of knowledge claims. Taken together, 

this body of work suggests that Floridi and Bender’s conceptual concerns are not re-

solved by the technical advances of the post-GPT-3 generation of models. If anything, 

the scale of deployment has amplified the structural risks they identified. 

The rapid proliferation of generative AI tools in academic writing processes has 

brought questions of research ethics and scientific integrity to the centre of literature in 

recent years. Studies from after 2024 show that there is a broad consensus to the 

effect that AI should be positioned in academic writing not as a fully productive subject 

but as a cognitive and technical support tool. While these tools can provide efficiency 

in phases such as literature review, text editing, summarisation, and language correc-

tion, they are noted to carry risks such as producing incorrect information, fabricating 

sources, and producing bias, as AI systems operate as probabilistic models. The re-

search ethics literature accordingly states that AI use must be evaluated within the 

framework of principles of academic honesty, originality, and responsibility (Rentier 

2025; Bittle and El-Gayar 2025; Cheng, Calhoun and Reedy 2025). 

If scientific writing is already template-based, anonymous, and styleless, large lan-

guage models easily reproduce this structure; and indeed they are already doing so. 

This shows something important: AI did not create the crisis in scientific writing; it has 

simply made the already existing tendency to reduce discourse to rigid procedures 

more visible and harder to ignore. 

9. The Mechanisation Made Visible by Artificial Intelligence 

Statistics arriving from the field of scientific publishing in recent months lay before us 

the dimensions to which this ontological crisis has reached. In the large-scale study by 

Liang et al. (2025), which analysed more than 1.1 million articles, AI use was found to 

have increased sharply across all academic fields following the public release of 

ChatGPT in November 2022. In the field of computer science, as of September 2024, 

up to 22.5 percent of article abstracts were found to have been modified or produced 

by large language models. 

According to the comprehensive analysis relayed by Brainard (2025), AI-produced 

texts were detected in 36 percent of the abstract sections of 7,177 articles submitted 

to journals in the first half of 2025. Since these data rely on a single publisher’s internal 

analysis and remain open to methodological critique, they should be interpreted with 

caution. Nevertheless, the underlying trend indicated by these findings aligns with data 

obtained from various independent sources. Therefore, this result should be regarded 

not as an absolute measurement, but rather as a reliable indicator of the phenome-

non’s scale. In the same analysis, only 9 percent of authors declared having used AI 

during the article submission process. AI use was detected in 7 percent of peer review 

reports in the final quarter of 2024. This finding points to a troubling possibility: peer 

review – the fundamental mechanism of scientific quality assurance – is also under 

threat of automation. 
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The most striking aspect of these figures is the deep gulf between the rate of use 

and the rate of declaration. While AI use is detected in 36 percent of articles, only 9 

percent have been declared. This points to a systemic transparency crisis. Behind this 

concealment lies fear of rejection, but this fear is itself part of the problem: AI use is 

being evaluated in the category of academic fraud rather than being accepted as a 

legitimate auxiliary tool. This pattern of concealment reveals the absence of a clear 

and consistent ethical framework regarding how AI should be used in science. 

The comparative analysis by Nathani et al. (2025) showed that texts produced by 

AI scored higher than human authors in terms of clarity and readability but fell behind 

in technical accuracy and depth. This finding explains the attractiveness offered by AI 

in an academic environment in which formal perfection takes precedence over depth 

of content. The more the system rewards form, the more value the tool that produces 

form acquires. 

Particularly telling is the large-scale study by Hao et al. (2026), published in Nature, 

which analysed millions of scientific papers to assess the impact of AI tools on the 

breadth and depth of scientific production. Their findings supply direct empirical sup-

port for the central thesis of this article: while AI tools demonstrably expand the reach 

and visibility of individual researchers, they simultaneously contract the thematic and 

methodological focus of science as a whole. In other words, AI accelerates output while 

narrowing the epistemic landscape. Researchers assisted by AI tend to cluster around 

already dominant topics and established methodological frameworks, further reinforc-

ing the conservative tendencies of normal science that Kuhn (1962) described. The 

paradox Hao et al. identify is structurally identical to the narrative crisis diagnosed here: 

more production, less diversity; greater individual impact, weaker collective imagina-

tion. 

 

Measure Pre-2022 2023 2024-2025 

AI-modified abstracts in computer sci-

ence (%) 
– ~6 22.5 

AI use detected in journal abstracts 

(%) 
– ~8 36 

Authors’ rate of declaring AI use (%) – ~5 9 

AI use in peer review reports (%) – ~2 7 

Annual retracted articles (no.) ~3,000 ~10,000 >10,000 

Table 2: Data on AI Use in Academic Publishing (2022-2025). Source: Compiled from 

data in Liang et al. (2025) and Brainard (2025). 

10. The Death of Creativity and the Future of Academic Employment 

The systematic grinding down of creativity in scientific writing is not merely an episte-

mological loss; it carries the potential to transform in the medium and long term into a 
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structural dynamic that also threatens academic employment. The logic of this threat 

is simple but shattering: if a human can reduce what they do to a standard procedure, 

a machine can also perform that procedure. 

The capitalist university understanding, to the extent that it prioritises profit and effi-

ciency, evaluates the automation potential of every activity. If scientific publication pro-

duction has been reduced to a certain standard and becomes a repeatable process, 

the automation of this process emerges as an economically attractive option. Large 

language models can already produce literature review drafts, methodology descrip-

tions, and discussion section outlines. Recent cases of extreme AI-assisted publication 

volume – in which individual researchers have published dozens or even over a hun-

dred articles within a single year – illustrate what this logic looks like when taken to its 

conclusion. These cases are not aberrations; they are the rational response of individ-

ual actors to an incentive system that rewards quantity of indexed output over original-

ity, depth, or intellectual risk-taking. When the rules of the game remain unchanged 

while powerful new tools become available, the predictable result is an arms race. Ac-

ademic credibility is simulated rather than earned. 

The most immediate effect is task displacement, as routine writing and literature 

review – the work of research assistants and junior academics – becomes automata-

ble. This opens into a deeper contraction: administrations favour a smaller number of 

supervisory roles over full research positions. At the far end of this trajectory lies a 

transformation of value itself: evaluation systems that already reward form over depth 

will increasingly rate AI-produced texts as superior, placing creative academics at a 

structural disadvantage (Nathani et al. 2025). 

This process is self-reinforcing. Mechanisation draws AI into the academic field; AI’s 

entry increases precarity; precarity tightens conformity to standard form; and tighter 

conformity deepens mechanisation. Breaking out requires structural transformation, 

not individual resolve. The DORA declaration and the proposals of Wilsdon et al. 

(2015) can be evaluated as part of this structural transformation. That such a transfor-

mation is achievable, even when deeply embedded in institutional culture, is demon-

strated by Hatch and Curry (2020), who document cases in which research evaluation 

practices have been successfully reformed through sustained institutional commitment 

– pointing towards the conclusion that reform is a question of political will rather than 

structural impossibility. 

11. Three Future Scenarios 

The three scenarios presented below are analytical heuristics rather than predictions. 

They are intended to map the range of structural possibilities rather than to forecast a 

single outcome. Elements of each may coexist simultaneously across different disci-

plinary or institutional contexts: a field characterised by full mechanisation may operate 

alongside pockets of creative theoretical renewal, and the dual literature model may 

already be taking shape in some domains. What follows is therefore a structured exer-

cise in scenario thinking, not a teleological account of where academic writing must 
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end up. Three trajectories seem plausible, depending on which of these forces gains 

the upper hand. They are not mutually exclusive – elements of each already coexist 

across disciplines – but their logic points in different directions. 

11.1. Full Mechanisation 

The majority of academic articles will be produced with AI assistance. The human re-

searcher will be reduced to a data provider and supervisory function. Current trends 

reinforce this scenario: the detection of AI use in more than a third of articles as of 

2025 indicates that this trend is continuing to accelerate (Brainard 2025). The dark 

academia that Fleming (2021) anticipates is the concrete expression of this scenario: 

an order in which knowledge-producing institutions prioritise the formatting of thought 

rather than the production of thought, and in which academics are becoming ever more 

easily substitutable. At the institutional level, Hall’s (2026) projection of the “100x re-

search institution” offers a concrete illustration of this trajectory: a model in which AI-

amplified productivity renders individual scholarly labour structurally redundant, com-

pressing entire research departments into a fraction of their current human footprint. 

11.2. The Return of Creative Theoretical Writing 

AI has unsettled the authorship category, but this unsettlement may, ironically, in-

crease the value of human creativity. Bender et al. (2021) characterised large language 

models as “stochastic parrots,” arguing that these models do not genuinely understand 

but merely recombine statistical patterns. What the machine cannot do is provide an 

original perspective, critical intuition, and the capacity for interdisciplinary connection. 

Texts that venture outside standard format, that take intellectual risks, that genuinely 

converse with the reader may regain value. 

CNRS’s ending of its Web of Science subscription as of 1 January 2026 and turning 

towards open alternatives such as OpenAlex can be evaluated as a concrete step in 

the direction of encouraging a research culture that prioritises quality over evaluation 

based on bibliometric indicators (CNRS 2025a). Similarly, China’s transition from arti-

cle counts to patent production in academic advancement conditions can also be read 

as a sign that the system has begun to recognise its own limits (Puiu 2026). For this 

scenario, academic capitalism itself must transform; this is not an easy process, but 

neither is it impossible. 

11.3. Dual Literature 

On one side, an indexed, procedural, technical literature, and on the other, an interdis-

ciplinary, thought-heavy, narrative-based literature may emerge. These two literatures 

already exist side by side today; the difference is that the distance between them will 

become more pronounced. On the first side will be texts that can also be produced by 

AI and fed into the system; on the second, texts that may receive fewer citations but 

are more widely read and genuinely meet with the public. This dual literature model 
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may allow two different writing regimes to coexist but also carries the risk of reinforcing 

the dual structure without questioning the hierarchy of academic value. 

12. Conclusion 

The formalisation of knowledge production is not a data deficit but a narrative contrac-

tion, and this contraction cannot be evaluated independently of political economy. Data 

production is increasing at an unprecedented rate in history, yet the interpretive frame-

work is narrowing, discourse is homogenising, and authorship is becoming anony-

mous. The role of AI in this picture is to render visible the depth of an already existing 

crisis, rather than to create it. 

The extremely profitable model sustained by major publishing monopolies system-

atically devalues academic and reviewer labour and condemns researchers to stand-

ard form. This compulsion functions as a structural force that grinds down scientific 

creativity. Viewed from Fleming’s (2021) framework, the capitalist university seeks the 

means to most cheaply substitute the labour it has made ordinary; when scientific writ-

ing becomes sufficiently mechanised, its replacement by the machine becomes inevi-

table. 

The future of scientific writing lies in questioning its own structural monism, not in 

resisting AI. It is as tragic as it is ludicrous to complain of “no human” in texts from 

which human creativity and human voice have been erased. What needs to change is 

the current schematic structure of the scientific writing regime, not the machines them-

selves. 

Structural transformation begins with the publishing economy – recognising review-

ers’ labour, making publishers’ profit models transparent, and genuinely democratising 

open access, of which CNRS’s exit from Web of Science is one concrete sign. This 

economic shift cannot be separated from a restructuring of academic employment: 

precarity is the engine of standardisation, and without reducing it, no exhortation to 

write creatively will take hold. What both of these changes would clear space for is the 

third and most fundamental shift – the revaluation of non-paradigmatic, interdiscipli-

nary, and narrative-based writing as the stratum of intellectual work that AI cannot 

readily substitute (Nathani et al. 2025). 

None of these transformations is a technical reform. Each contains a fundamental 

political question regarding how academic knowledge is produced, who produces it, 

and for whose benefit it is produced. For this reason, the crisis of scientific writing must 

be addressed not as a scientific problem but along the axes of education policy, labour 

rights, and the public knowledge economy. The current pressure created by AI de-

mands a long-deferred answer to these structural questions. The question of feasibility 

is real but must be understood as political rather than technical. The current trajectory 

is itself unsustainable: the retraction crisis, the collapse of peer review capacity, and 

the exponential growth of AI-assisted low-quality output are symptoms of a system that 

has already reached its internal limits. Scenario analyses of peer review in the AI era 

suggest that this collapse is not a transient disruption but a structural threshold 
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requiring deliberate institutional redesign (Munger et al. 2026). The question is not 

whether the system can continue unchanged, but which alternative trajectory is most 

likely under current institutional pressures. Several concrete moves are already under-

way: CNRS’s exit from Web of Science, DORA’s adoption by a growing number of 

research funders, and the expansion of open peer review all indicate that the dominant 

model is losing its grip. Structural reforms such as the abolition of publish-or-perish 

targets or the guaranteed extension of secure academic employment are not utopian 

demands but logical corollaries of the evidence. Without reducing the standardisation 

pressure generated by precarity, no amount of exhortation to write more creatively or 

resist AI will produce change. 

What re-narrativisation looks like in practice is worth specifying. At the level of re-

search assessment, it means recognising essay-form and theoretical writing in promo-

tion and tenure criteria alongside indexed journal articles. At the level of journal policy, 

it means creating space for submissions that do not conform to IMRAD – as tripleC 

already does – and actively soliciting work that takes formal and intellectual risks. At 

the level of doctoral training, it means equipping early-career researchers with the ca-

pacity to write for multiple registers and publics, not only for journal editors and anon-

ymous reviewers. And at the level of public knowledge, it means valuing and resourc-

ing scholarly writing that speaks directly to non-specialist audiences without requiring 

a separate “translation” industry to mediate it. None of this requires abandoning rigour; 

it requires expanding the recognised forms that rigour can take. 

In condensed form, the argument can be expressed as follows: the more scientific 

discourse becomes standardised and metrically governed, the more it becomes com-

patible with AI generation – and the more AI generation feeds back into and reinforces 

that standardisation. 

The crisis of science is not a data crisis. It is a crisis of narrative capacity. Behind 

this contraction of discursive plurality lies a system that commodifies academic labour. 

Without a transformation of this system, neither can the relationship established with 

AI be placed on a healthy footing, nor can scientific writing recover its public meaning. 

References 

Abdill, Richard J. and Ran Blekhman. 2019. Meta-Research: Tracking the Popularity and 

Outcomes of All bioRxiv Preprints. eLife 8: e45133. https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.45133  

Adorno, Theodor W., Hans Albert, Ralf Dahrendorf, Jürgen Habermas, Harald Pilot and Karl 

R. Popper. 1976. The Positivist Dispute in German Sociology. Translated by Glyn Adey 

and David Frisby. London: Heinemann. Originally published 1969. 

Akgün, Mehmet. 2025. Author or Prompter? Scientific Writing, Identity, and the Theseus Par-

adox. Philosophy, Ethics, and Humanities in Medicine 20 (1), Article 29. 

https://doi.org/10.1186/s13010-025-00195-x 

Allmer, Thomas, and Ergin Bulut, eds. 2018. Academic Labour, Digital Media and Capitalism. 

Special Issue of tripleC: Communication, Capitalism & Critique 16 (1): 44-240. 

https://doi.org/10.31269/triplec.v16i1.977 

https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.45133
https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.45133
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13010-025-00195-x
https://doi.org/10.31269/triplec.v16i1.977


tripleC 24 (1): 200-224, 2026 221 

CC-BY-NC-ND: Creative Commons License, 2026. 

Barthes, Roland. 1977. Image, Music, Text. New York: Hill and Wang. Originally published 

1967. 

Bazerman, Charles. 1988. Shaping Written Knowledge: The Genre and Activity of the Experi-

mental Article in Science. Madison: University of Wisconsin Press. 

Bender, Emily M., Timnit Gebru, Angelina McMillan-Major and Shmargaret Shmitchell. 2021. 

On the Dangers of Stochastic Parrots: Can Language Models Be Too Big? In Proceedings 

of the 2021 ACM Conference on Fairness, Accountability, and Transparency, 610-623. 

New York: ACM. 

Bittle, Kyle and O. El-Gayar. 2025. Generative AI and Academic Integrity in Higher Educa-

tion: A Systematic Review and Research Agenda. Information 16 (4): 296. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/info16040296 

Brainard, Jeffrey. 2025. Far More Authors Use AI to Write Science Papers Than Admit It, 

Publisher Reports. Science, September 18. https://www.science.org/content/article/far-

more-authors-use-ai-write-science-papers-admit-it-publisher-reports.  

Buranyi, Stephen. 2017. Is the Staggeringly Profitable Business of Scientific Publishing Bad 

for Science? The Guardian, June 27. 

Butler, Leigh-Ann, Lisa Matthias, Marc-André Simard, Philippe Mongeon and Stefanie 

Haustein. 2023. The Oligopoly’s Shift to Open Access: How the Big Five Academic Pub-

lishers Profit from Article Processing Charges. Quantitative Science Studies 4 (4): 778-

799. https://doi.org/10.1162/qss_a_00272 

Cheng, Adam, Aaron Calhoun and Gabriel Reedy. 2025. Artificial Intelligence-Assisted Aca-

demic Writing: Recommendations for Ethical Use. Advances in Simulation 10: 22. 

https://doi.org/10.1186/s41077-025-00350-6 

CNRS (French National Centre for Scientific Research). 2025a. The CNRS Is Breaking Free 

from the Web of Science. CNRS Actualités. https://www.cnrs.fr/en/update/cnrs-breaking-

free-web-science. Accessed January 10, 2026. 

CNRS (French National Centre for Scientific Research). 2025b. Scientific Publications: A Fa-

tal Level of Overproduction? CNRS Actualités. https://www.cnrs.fr/en/update/scientific-

publications-fatal-level-overproduction. Accessed January 10, 2026. 

Crawford, Kate. 2021. Atlas of AI. New Haven: Yale University Press. 

Curcic, Dimitrije. 2023. Academic Publishing Statistics. WordsRated, June 21. https://words-

rated.com/academic-publishing-statistics/. 

Dixon-Woods, Mary, Sheila Bonas, Andrew Booth, David R. Jones, Tina Miller, Alex J. Sut-

ton, Rachel L. Shaw, Jonathan A. Smith and Bridget Young. 2006. How Can Systematic 

Reviews Incorporate Qualitative Research? A Critical Perspective. Qualitative Research 6 

(1): 27-44. https://doi.org/10.1177/1468794106058867 

DORA (San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment). 2012. San Francisco Declara-

tion on Research Assessment. https://sfdora.org/read/. 

Edwards, Marc A. and Siddhartha Roy. 2017. Academic Research in the 21st Century: Main-

taining Scientific Integrity in a Climate of Perverse Incentives and Hypercompetition. Envi-

ronmental Engineering Science 34 (1): 51-61. https://doi.org/10.1089/ees.2016.0223 

Eveleth, Rose. 2014. Academics Write Papers Arguing Over How Many People Read (and 

Cite) Their Papers. Smithsonian Magazine, March 25. 

Feyerabend, Paul. 1975. Against Method. London: Verso. 

Fleming, Peter. 2021. Dark Academia: How Universities Die. London: Pluto Press. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/info16040296
https://www.science.org/content/article/far-more-authors-use-ai-write-science-papers-admit-it-publisher-reports
https://www.science.org/content/article/far-more-authors-use-ai-write-science-papers-admit-it-publisher-reports
https://www.science.org/content/article/far-more-authors-use-ai-write-science-papers-admit-it-publisher-reports
https://doi.org/10.1162/qss_a_00272
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41077-025-00350-6
https://www.cnrs.fr/en/update/cnrs-breaking-free-web-science
https://www.cnrs.fr/en/update/cnrs-breaking-free-web-science
https://www.cnrs.fr/en/update/cnrs-breaking-free-web-science
https://www.cnrs.fr/en/update/scientific-publications-fatal-level-overproduction
https://www.cnrs.fr/en/update/scientific-publications-fatal-level-overproduction
https://www.cnrs.fr/en/update/scientific-publications-fatal-level-overproduction
https://wordsrated.com/academic-publishing-statistics/
https://wordsrated.com/academic-publishing-statistics/
https://doi.org/10.1177/1468794106058867
https://sfdora.org/read/
https://sfdora.org/read
https://doi.org/10.1089/ees.2016.0223


222 Caner Kerimoğlu 

   CC-BY-NC-ND: Creative Commons License, 2026. 

Floridi, Luciano and Massimo Chiriatti. 2020. GPT-3: Its Nature, Scope, Limits, and Conse-

quences. Minds and Machines 30 (4): 681-694. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11023-020-

09548-1 

Foucault, Michel. 1972. The Archaeology of Knowledge. Translated by A. M. Sheridan Smith. 

New York: Pantheon Books. Originally published 1969. 

Foucault, Michel. 1998. What Is an Author? In Aesthetics, Method, and Epistemology, edited 

by James D. Faubion, 205-222. New York: The New Press. Originally published 1969. 

Fraser, Nicholas, Liam Brierley, Gautam Dey, Jessica K. Polka, Máté Pálfy and James A. 

Coates. 2021. The Evolving Role of Preprints in the Dissemination of COVID-19 Research 

and Their Impact on the Science Communication Landscape. PLOS Biology 19 (4): 

e3000959. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.3000959 

Geertz, Clifford. 1973. The Interpretation of Cultures. New York: Basic Books. 

Gough, David, Sandy Oliver and James Thomas. 2017. An Introduction to Systematic Re-

views. 2nd ed. London: SAGE. 

Grant, Maria J. and Andrew Booth. 2009. A Typology of Reviews: An Analysis of 14 Review 

Types and Associated Methodologies. Health Information & Libraries Journal 26 (2): 91-

108. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-1842.2009.00848.x 

Gross, Alan G. 1990. The Rhetoric of Science. Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 

Hall, Andy. 2026. The 100x Research Institution. Freesystems. https://freesystems.sub-

stack.com/p/the-100x-research-institution. 

Hamilton, David P. 1990. Publishing by and for the Numbers. Science 250 (4986): 1331-

1332. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.2255902 

Hao, Qianyue, Fengli Xu, Yong Li and James Evans. 2026. Artificial Intelligence Tools Ex-

pand Scientists’ Impact But Contract Science’s Focus. Nature 649: 1237-1243. 

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-025-09922-y 

Hatch, Alison, and Stephen Curry. 2020. Research Culture: Changing How We Evaluate Re-

search Is Difficult, But Not Impossible. eLife 9: e58654. 

https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.58654 

Kahneman, Daniel. 2011. Thinking, Fast and Slow. New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux. 

Knorr Cetina, Karin. 1999. Epistemic Cultures: How the Sciences Make Knowledge. Cam-

bridge: Harvard University Press. 

Kuhn, Thomas S. 1962. The Structure of Scientific Revolutions. Chicago: University of Chi-

cago Press. 

Kusumegi, Keigo, Xinyu Yang, Paul Ginsparg, Mathijs de Vaan, Toby Stuart and Yian Yin. 

2025. Scientific Production in the Era of Large Language Models. Science 390 (6779): 

1240-1243. 10.1126/science.adw3000 

Larivière, Vincent, Stefanie Haustein and Philippe Mongeon. 2015. The Oligopoly of Aca-

demic Publishers in the Digital Era. PLOS ONE 10 (6): e0127502. 

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0127502 

Latour, Bruno. 1987. Science in Action. Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 

Liang, Weixin, Yaohui Zhang, Zhengxuan Wu, Haley Lepp, Wenlong Ji, Xuandong Zhao, 

Hancheng Cao, Sheng Liu, Siyu He, Zhi Huang, Diyi Yang, Christopher Potts, Christopher 

D. Manning and James Y. Zou. 2025. Quantifying Large Language Model Usage in Scien-

tific Papers. Nature Human Behaviour 9 (12): 2599-2609.https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-

025-02273-8. 

Medawar, Peter B. 1964. Is the Scientific Paper a Fraud? The Listener, 377-378. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11023-020-09548-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11023-020-09548-1
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.3000959
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-1842.2009.00848.x
https://freesystems.substack.com/p/the-100x-research-institution
https://freesystems.substack.com/p/the-100x-research-institution
https://freesystems.substack.com/p/the-100x-research-institution
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.2255902
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-025-09922-y
https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.58654
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.adw3000
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0127502
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-025-02273-8
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-025-02273-8


tripleC 24 (1): 200-224, 2026 223 

CC-BY-NC-ND: Creative Commons License, 2026. 

Mirowski, Philip. 2018. The Future(s) of Open Science. Social Studies of Science 48 (2): 

171-203. https://doi.org/10.1177/0306312718772086 

Munger, Kevin, Bert N. Bakker, Adam J. Berinsky, Natascha Just, Andrew Guess, Nathalie 

Giger, Keren Tenenbio-Weinblatt, Regina Lawrence and Arnout van de Rijt. 2026. Peer 

Review 2027: Scenarios for Academic Publishing in the Age of 

AI.https://doi.org/10.31235/osf.io/594zj_v1. 

Nathani, Kartik R., Aman M. Nathani, Maximiliano Delawan, Azra Safdar and Mohamad 

Bydon. 2025. Can Artificial Intelligence Write Science? A Comparative Analysis of Hu-

man-Written and Artificial Intelligence-Generated Scientific Writings. Journal of Neurosur-

gery: Spine 43 (6): 767-772. https://doi.org/10.3171/2025.4.SPINE25519 

Polkinghorne, Donald E. 1988. Narrative Knowing and the Human Sciences. New York: 

State University of New York Press. 

Puiu, Tibi. 2026. You Can Now Get a PhD in China by Inventing a Product Instead of Writing 

a 100-Page Dissertation. ZMEScience. https://www.zmescience.com/science/news-sci-

ence/you-can-now-get-a-phd-in-china-by-inventing-a-product-instead-of-writing-a-100-

page-dissertation/. 

Raitskaya, Lilia and Elena Tikhonova. 2025. The 2025 Landscape of Generative AI in Schol-

arly Writing and Publishing: A Scoping Review of Uses and Ethical Approaches. Journal 

of Language and Education. https://doi.org/10.17323/jle.2025.29876. 

Reimers, Imke and Joel Waldfogel. 2026. AI and the Quantity and Quality of Creative Prod-

ucts: Have LLMs Boosted Creation of Valuable Books? NBER Working Paper No. 34777. 

National Bureau of Economic Research. https://doi.org/10.3386/w34777. 

Remler, Dahlia. 2014. Are 90% of Academic Papers Really Never Cited? LSE Impact of So-

cial Sciences Blog, April 23. https://blogs.lse.ac.uk/impactofsocialsciences/2014/04/23/ac-

ademic-papers-citation-rates-remler/. 

Rentier, Etienne S. 2025. To Use or Not to Use: Exploring the Ethical Implications of Using 

Generative AI in Academic Writing. AI and Ethics 5: 3421-3425. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s43681-024-00649-6 

Rockwell, Geoffrey and Stéfan Sinclair. 2016. Hermeneutica: Computer-Assisted Interpreta-

tion in the Humanities. Cambridge: MIT Press. 

Schimel, Joshua. 2012. Writing Science. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Slaughter, Sheila and Larry L. Leslie. 1997. Academic Capitalism: Politics, Policies, and the 

Entrepreneurial University. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press. 

Striphas, Ted. 2015. Algorithmic Culture. European Journal of Cultural Studies 18 (4-5): 395-

412. https://doi.org/10.1177/1367549415577392 

Swales, John M. 1990. Genre Analysis: English in Academic and Research Settings. Cam-

bridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Tennant, Jonathan P., Harry Crane, Tom Crick, Jacinto Davila, Asura Enkhbayar, Johanna 

Havemann, Bianca Kramer, Ryan Martin, Paola Masuzzo, Andy Nobes, Curt Rice, Bá-

rbara Rivera-López, Tony Ross-Hellauer, Susanne Sattler, Paul D. Thacker and Marc 

Vanholsbeeck. 2019. Ten Hot Topics around Scholarly Publishing. Publications 7 (2): 34. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/publications7020034 

Thoumrungroje, Amonrat. 2025. Utilising Generative AIs in Academic Writing: Opportunities, 

Challenges, Ethical Dilemma and Suggestions. KKBS Journal of Business Administration 

and Accountancy 9 (1): 1-9. https://so04.tci-thaijo.org/index.php/kkbsjournal/arti-

cle/view/278011 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0306312718772086
https://doi.org/10.31235/osf.io/594zj_v1
https://osf.io/preprints/socarxiv/594zj_v1
https://doi.org/10.3171/2025.4.SPINE25519
https://www.zmescience.com/science/news-science/you-can-now-get-a-phd-in-china-by-inventing-a-product-instead-of-writing-a-100-page-dissertation/
https://www.zmescience.com/science/news-science/you-can-now-get-a-phd-in-china-by-inventing-a-product-instead-of-writing-a-100-page-dissertation/
https://www.zmescience.com/science/news-science/you-can-now-get-a-phd-in-china-by-inventing-a-product-instead-of-writing-a-100-page-dissertation/
https://www.zmescience.com/science/news-science/you-can-now-get-a-phd-in-china-by-inventing-a-product-instead-of-writing-a-100-page-dissertation/
https://doi.org/10.17323/jle.2025.29876
https://doi.org/10.17323/jle.2025.29876
https://doi.org/10.3386/w34777
https://doi.org/10.3386/w34777
https://blogs.lse.ac.uk/impactofsocialsciences/2014/04/23/academic-papers-citation-rates-remler/
https://blogs.lse.ac.uk/impactofsocialsciences/2014/04/23/academic-papers-citation-rates-remler/
https://blogs.lse.ac.uk/impactofsocialsciences/2014/04/23/academic-papers-citation-rates-remler/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43681-024-00649-6
https://doi.org/10.1177/1367549415577392
https://doi.org/10.3390/publications7020034
https://so04.tci-thaijo.org/index.php/kkbsjournal/article/view/278011
https://so04.tci-thaijo.org/index.php/kkbsjournal/article/view/278011


224 Caner Kerimoğlu 

   CC-BY-NC-ND: Creative Commons License, 2026. 

Van Noorden, Richard. 2023a. More Than 10,000 Research Papers Were Retracted in 2023 

– A New Record. Nature, December 12. https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-023-

03974-8. 

Van Noorden, Richard. 2023b. How Big Is Science’s Fake-Paper Problem? Nature, Decem-

ber 5. https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-023-03464-x. 

Willinsky, John. 2006. The Access Principle: The Case for Open Access to Research and 

Scholarship. Cambridge: MIT Press. 

Wilsdon, James, Liz Allen, Eleonora Belfiore, Philip Campbell, Stephen Curry, Steven Hill, 

Richard Jones, Roger Kain, Simon Kerridge, Mike Thelwall, Jane Tinkler, Ian Viney, Paul 

Wouters, Jude Hill and Ben Johnson. 2015. The Metric Tide: Report of the Independent 

Review of the Role of Metrics in Research Assessment and Management. London: SAGE. 

Woolgar, Steve. 1988. Science: The Very Idea. London: Tavistock Publications. 

Xiao, Mingzhe, Yucheng An and Michael A. Williams. 2024. High Prices and Market Power of 

Academic Publishing Reduce Article Citations. ProMarket, April 24. https://www.promar-

ket.org/2024/04/24/high-prices-and-market-power-of-academic-publishing-reduce-article-

citations/. 

About the Author 

Caner Kerimoğlu 

Caner Kerimoğlu is Professor of Turkish Language Education at the Faculty of Education, 

Dokuz Eylül University (İzmir, Türkiye). He completed his PhD at Ege University (2006). His 

research spans Turkish linguistics, grammar theory, language evolution, and the history of 

linguistic thought. He is the author of several books, including Sapiensin Dili (The Language 

of Sapiens), Chomsky Darwin’e Karşı (Chomsky Against Darwin), Neandertaller Konuşur 

muydu (Did Neanderthals Speak?), Genel Dilbilime Giriş (Introduction to General Linguistics) 

and Dil, Bilim ve Evrim Yazıları (Writings on Language, Science and Evolution), and has pub-

lished widely in national and international journals. 

https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-023-03974-8
https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-023-03974-8
https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-023-03974-8
https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-023-03464-x
https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-023-03464-x
https://www.promarket.org/2024/04/24/high-prices-and-market-power-of-academic-publishing-reduce-article-citations/
https://www.promarket.org/2024/04/24/high-prices-and-market-power-of-academic-publishing-reduce-article-citations/
https://www.promarket.org/2024/04/24/high-prices-and-market-power-of-academic-publishing-reduce-article-citations/

