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Background:  

Transparency about the use of AI in research articles and other scholarly outputs is an 
important aspect of research integrity. 

 

At present, policies and practices for how to disclose AI use vary widely across disciplines, 
regions and publication cultures. Many publishers have begun introducing their own 
disclosure requirements. These developments underscore the need for a shared, global 
understanding of how AI contributions should be disclosed in research. 

 

To address this need, the World Conference on Research Integrity Foundation (WCRIF), the 
International Science Council (ISC), the Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE), 
the Association of Scientific, Technical and Medical Publishers (STM) and the Global Young 
Academy (GYA) have taken the joint initiative to work toward a Global Reporting Standard 
for AI Disclosure in Research. 

 

This initiative forms the focus track of the World Conference on Research Integrity in 
Vancouver, 3–6 May 2026. This track aims to develop a broadly supported reporting 
standard that can be used across research disciplines, publication cultures and 
organisational contexts. 

 

Similar to established reporting tools, such as the Contributor Role Taxonomy (CRediT), 
such a standard would help align expectations across the research ecosystem, make 
disclosure practices more consistent and comparable, and facilitate implementation by 
publishers, institutions and researchers. 

https://council.science/our-work/ai-disclosure-in-research/
https://www.wcrif.org/
https://publicationethics.org/
https://stm-assoc.org/
https://globalyoungacademy.net/
https://globalyoungacademy.net/
https://wcri2026.org/
https://credit.niso.org/
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By harmonizing AI disclosure, we hope to support transparency, reduce uncertainty among 
authors, and ultimately strengthen research integrity. 

Activities and Impact: 

To ensure that the development of this reporting standard reflects a wide range of 
perspectives, the ISC, WCRIF, COPE, STM and GYA invite their members and the broader 
research community to contribute through three consultation rounds: 

1. December 2025 – February 2026: Mapping the needs for AI disclosure, yielding a 
preferred structured format. 

2. April 2026 – August 2026: Identifying what should be disclosed, yielding content and 
taxonomies. 

3. End of 2026: Refining the Vancouver Standard based on concrete feedback. 

 

This participatory approach brings together perspectives from editors, academy members, 
research institutions leadership, funders, libraries, ethics bodies, publishers and experts in 
research integrity. 

 

Participation: 

We invite ISC Members and the broader research community to share their input through 
the survey below by 28 February 2026. 

 

Your contribution is essential to building a shared, global understanding of AI disclosure in 
research, and to ensuring that this standard is both meaningful and workable across the 
diversity of the global research ecosystem. 

We warmly thank you in advance for your contribution. 
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This survey forms the first consultation round of the Focus Track of the World Conference on 
Research Integrity 2026, working towards a Global Reporting Standard for AI Disclosure in 
Research. 

 

We encourage you, before filling the webform: 

• To review the questions and preparatory materials (5 pages). 
• To consult with your organisation or professional community and submit a summary 

of your collective reflections. (If that is impossible, we also accept individual 
responses.) 

 

Please write your input clearly and concisely. 

 

If you encounter problems, please contact Bert Seghers at office@enrio.eu. 

By submitting your responses, you agree a third-party AI software may be used to support 
analysis once data have been anonymised. 

Survey: 

A reporting standard for AI disclosure: what do we need? 

The preparatory reading argues that AI disclosure is relevant, and it fulfills valuable functions, and 

that is desirable to standardise how AI is disclosed. The first question asks what these desired 

functions of (an) AI disclosure (standard) imply for its requirements. 

1. What qualities/features should we expect of a reporting standard for AI disclosure? 

a. In other words, based on which criteria will we evaluate an AI disclosure standard to 

be “good”? The preparatory reading mentions 6 features: (1) easy-to-make, (2) 

structured format, (3) machine-readability, (4) description-flexibility, (5) ability to 

disclose multiple tools/uses in a work, and (6) cross-discipline-usability. Feel free to 

elaborate, prioritise or add missing qualities, or leave this blank if you agree. Any 

https://council.science/wp-content/uploads/2025/12/WCRI-AI-Disclosure-preparatory-reading.pdf
mailto:office@enrio.eu
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technical or practical requirements (e.g., metadata, interoperability) you expect, can 

be added here. 

• Agreed with 6 features proposed.   

• Highest priority: Machine-readability - New standards should be machine-readable from the 

start so we see this as most important. Within machine-readability that should include an 

ontology for populating fields. 

• Second priority: Easy–to-make - Researchers will only report if the process and repercussions 

are straightforward. 

• Third priority: Structured format - makes it easier to create tools to automate this for 

researchers (think of DMP Tool and CRediT taxonomy) 

• Suggested additions -  

o Extendable: so that discipline or use case specific information can be layered on top 

of the cross-discipline basis.  

o Definition of a minimum set of features: so that across disciplines and specific use 

cases there is a maintained level of interoperability 

o Multilingual: Allow for representation in various languages, perhaps beginning with 

the six official UN languages and provision of some guidance for enabling 

communities to extend beyond that.  

o The use of an ordinal scale within features that enables publishers to assert and 

maintain a desired threshold in the allowed use of AI for a given purpose/specific 

context  

 

2. Which structured format of an AI disclosure (standard) do we need? 

a. In other words: How should authors report the contribution of AI to their work? 

What structural elements should an AI disclosure (standard) consist of and how 

should this information be organized? Please describe the structure/format you 

believe is necessary for a disclosure standard to fulfill the qualities from question (1). 

Focusing on provenance – where did it come from and what happened to it led to the following 

thoughts: 

• Tool(s) used, including version 
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• Prompt used  

• Which author used AI 

• How the tool(s) were used 

o Should we offer some guidance on categories within this? I have not consulted all of 

the resources that are mentioned, but for instance: ideation, literature 

searching/data mining, summarising, trouble-shooting of code, code/software 

generation, review/quality control... 

• Source data or document citation for any model training, benchmarking or inputs. 

Other items to consider for the AI disclosure structured format include: 

• Bias mitigation tactics, known bias types 

o Again, should we be explicit regarding this? e.g. Bias mitigation tactics used within 

prompting language, versus choice of AI tool etc. 

• Ethical or legal validations conducted (e.g., data source licensing, applicable regulations). 

 

3. Are there any other thoughts about AI disclosure, the preparatory reading or the process of 

this focus track you would like to share with us? 

a. This question is optional. Feel free to leave it blank. 

• Suggested framework to be considered: Weaver, K. (2024). The Artificial Intelligence 

Disclosure (AID) Framework: An Introduction. College & Research Libraries News, 85(10), 

407. doi:https://doi.org/10.5860/crln.85.10.407 

• Beyond the creation of the Vancouver Standard at the end of 2026, what is the intended plan 

for governance or ongoing management/refinements over time?  

• There is some useful content in this 2 part Scholarly Kitchen article, “Why Authors Aren’t 

Disclosing AI Use and What Publishers Should (Not) Do About It” (part 1:  

https://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/2026/01/27/why-authors-arent-disclosing-ai-use-and-

what-publishers-should-not-do-about-it/, part 2: 

https://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/2026/02/03/why-authors-arent-disclosing-ai-use-and-

what-publishers-should-not-do-about-it-part-2/) 

 

https://doi.org/10.5860/crln.85.10.407
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About you or your organisation 

1. In which capacity do you submit your answers? 

a. Personal perspectives of a natural person 

i. If “personal perspectives” is selected: 

ii. We ask your name and sector to map how representative this consultation 

round has been. 

iii. Name:  

iv. Your role or sector [can select multiple] 

1. Active researcher 

2. Former researcher  

3. Academy member 

4. Editor 

5. Publisher staff 

6. Research integrity officer/trainer/professional 

7. Librarian 

8. Policy-maker 

9. Research support/admin staff 

10. Funder 

11. Other 

v. If your perspectives are informed by your research domain, please specify 

your discipline: __________ 

b. Group perspectives following a discussion or crowdsourcing  

i. If “group perspectives” is selected: 

ii. Your role or sector (click all that apply) 

1. Membership of Science academy, learned society or similar 

2. Membership of a Young Academy or similar group of early career 

researchers 

3. Members of a Reproducibility Network  

4. Library professionals 

5. Members of a research group or department within a 

university/research institute 
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6. Colleagues at publisher’s office 

7. Group of editors/publication ethics professionals 

8. Group of research integrity officer/trainer/professionals 

9. Group of research support/admin staff 

iii. What is the name of the organisation or group on behalf of which you are 

responding? 

World Data System Scientific Committee 

iv. If the perspectives you submitted are informed by a certain research domain, 

specify your discipline(s) 

2. How did you find out about this consultation round? [can select multiple] 

a. World Conferences on Research Integrity Foundation (WCRIF) 

b. International Science Council (ISC) 

c. Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE) 

d. International Association of Scientific, Technical, and Medical Publishers (STM) 

e. Global Young Academy (GYA) 

f. Contacted by Bert Seghers or Kari Weaver 

g. Other: ________ 
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