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Abstract

Computer generated papers (CGP) pose a serious problem to academic integrity and
publishing. The problem began with SClgen. Created in 2005 by MIT students, SClgen is a
software program that generates papers with simulated content. In 2014, we learned that more
than 120 CGP passed through the peer review process, were published in well-known academic
journals, and had to be retracted. | conducted research into the journal editing and peer review
process to discover more about this problem and how it might be remedied. | conducted
interviews with five journal editors from across the world, coded the information, and performed
a thematic analysis. My thesis concludes with recommendations to control the CGP problem,
including: increased awareness on the part of journal editors, CGP detection software, improving
due diligence on the part of reviewers, and addressing the publish or perish paradigm that drives
desperate faculty to compromise academic integrity by submitting CGP to journals.

Keywords: Computer Generated Papers (CGP), Peer Review, Publish or Perish, Academic
Integrity, Academic Dishonesty, Journal Article Publishing, Journal Editors, Data Sharing
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Glossary of Terms

Term

Computer Generated Papers:
SciDetect:

SClgen:

Plagiarism:

Academic Dishonesty (AD):
Open-access Journal:
Gibberish:

Gobbledygook:

Integrity:

Hoax:
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Academic Integrity:
Data Sharing
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Definition

Online software program created to produce papers
Detection software to notice generated papers
Automated paper generator

Stealing another’s words or work

Any form of cheating occurring in academia
Research published and can be retrieved free of cost
Nonsense

Nonsense

Quiality of being honest

Deception

Structured Object-Oriented Formal Language
Measurement to see importance of journals and
which are rated high

Moral code in academia

Data being used for scholarly research



1. Introduction

Computer generated papers (CGPs) pose a serious problem to academic integrity and
publishing. The problem began with SClgen. Created in 2005 by MIT students, SClgen is a
software program that generates papers with simulated content. The MIT students’ goal “was to
expose the lack of peer review at low-quality conferences that essentially scam researchers with
publication and conference fees” (Bohannon, 2015, p.18-19).

I became interested in this problem when having a conversation with Professor Nick
Hawthorne in his office one day. | was not sure what | wanted to research for a thesis, or a
project and | went to Professor Hawthorne for advice. Professor Hawthorne said he heard about
computer generated papers and suggested I look into this and see what | thought. I did some
research and instantly noticed that this was an issue in the publishing world. I knew that CGPs
were what | wanted to learn more about.

To investigate this problem, | interviewed five academic journal editors working in
several countries. The interview questions came out of the key issues I identified in a review of
the literature. During the interviews, | found that the participants generally believe the peer
review process is the best way to distinguish genuine articles from CGPs. Despite this faith in
peer review, CGPs have made it through the peer review process, have been presented at
professional meetings, and have even been published in academic journals.

Some authors who have created CGPs and submitted them to journals have been faculty
members. Publication boosts an academic’s reputation is oftentimes required for promotion in
academia. In some cases, individuals will compromise their integrity for publication. The

number of CGPs submitted to journals indicates a serious problem with academic integrity at



universities today. Many believe this problem is driven, in part, by the so-called publish or
perish pressure on junior faculty.

After | conducted and transcribed my interviews, | then coded the information based on
the data and conducted a thematic analysis. This methodology proved an effective way to reveal
more about the CGP problem. A few especially useful and interesting themes were how the
editors became aware of CGPs, if they believed CGPs were an issue, and how they would
improve the CGP issue.

With the increasing sophistication of CGP software, CGPs are likely to be a problem long
into the future. This thesis is a step in better understanding the problem and concludes with
suggestions for dealing with it. Two major recommendations | have for combatting the CGP

problem are in-depth training seminars for peer reviewers and incentives for peer review work.



2. Literature Review

2.1. Historical Background of Computer Generated Papers

In 2005, three MIT students, Jeremy Stribling, Dan Aguayo, and Maxwell Krohn, created
an online software program that produces computer generated papers. The MIT students’ goal
“was to expose the lack of peer review at low-quality conferences that essentially scam
researchers with publication and conference fees” (Bohannon, 2015, p. 18-19). The students also
submitted papers to see if anyone would notice that they were actually gibberish. The online
software program SClgen “throws random, jargon-laden sentences together to produce
documents that seem like computer science papers. The program was designed to maximize
amusement, rather than coherence” (Wiener-Bronner, 2014). When the program was first
developed, its purpose was more for entertainment, like a game. But some authors began to use
SClgen to produce journal manuscripts, and some CGP papers were published.

Lavoie and Krishnamoorthy (2010, p. 1) assert that CGPs are “indistinguishable from
papers that humans have written.” Unfortunately, CGPs are showing up more in academia and
academic journals. Though no sure ways of detecting these academic papers seem to exist yet,
some authors believe the peer review process is a viable detection tool. As will be shown in this
review, however, the peer review process is not always conducted in ways that detect CGPs. The
French scientist/researcher Cyril Labbé submitted his own CGPs under a different name to see if
readers/reviewers distinguished them from human- authored papers. Labbé also went one step
further:

Just as the students wrote a quick and dirty program to churn out nonsense papers,

so Labbé has written one to spot the papers. He has made it freely available, so


http://scigendetection.imag.fr/main.php

publishers and conference organizers have no excuse for accepting nonsense work
in future” (Sample, 2014).
It is not yet certain, however, that Labbé’s program is effective in identifying all CGPs.

While conducting research, Labbé found that more CGPs existed than originally thought.
Computer generated papers are not necessarily created only by students, but by some faculty as
well. “According to Labbé, the sloppy system can be traced back to high pressure on scientists to
publish, which leads directly to too prolific and less meaningful publications’* (Wiener-Bronner,
2014,). When scholars publish academic articles, they are rewarded. Thus, this heavy emphasis
on academic publishing alters academic culture, which encourages the creation of CGPs

(Edwards & Roy, 2017, p. 1-11).

2.1.1. Academic Integrity and Computer Generated Papers

“Academic integrity is the commitment to and demonstration of honest and moral
behavior in an academic setting” (The Writing Center, 2018). Although CGPs are published in
journals, they are also a problem in college classes. After MIT students coded the SClgen
program to generate CGPs, the CGP genre changed from a fun game to a scholarly problem.
Once news of the genre hit the publication world and editors became concerned about detection,
they identified, sometime retroactively, CGPs in journals and conference proceedings. “On the
one hand, technological developments have made the writing, publication and dissemination of
documents quicker and easier. On the other hand, the “pressure’ of individual evaluation of
researchers—publish or perish—is changing the publication process” (Labbé, 2013, p. 379).
During the course of two years, Labbé sleuthed out more than 30 conference events that featured
CGPs. “The publishers Springer and IEEE are removing more than 120 papers from their

subscription services” (Van Noorden, 2014). Once these papers were published in big-name



journals, the effectiveness of the peer review process was called into question. This specific
instance of false publication of CGPs was believed to have been done to “boost the authors’
profiles” (Devlin, 2014).

Spinak (2014) studied the process of CGPs after Van Noorden (2014) published his
article identifying 120 published CGPs. Spinak was initially confused by the thought of CGPs:
“this news generated shock effect because these fake papers, automatically created by a
computer program, had been accepted by prestigious journal publishers”. CGPs are confusing
but the inclination to create and submit them is fed by the intense competition and the “publish
or perish” mandate among academic authors. This competition may thus drive academics to
engage in “unethical scientific behaviors” (Amancio, 2015, p. 1764), leading to CGPs and other
forms of cheating.

Cheating in college is also sadly becoming a trend. The percentage of students that are
cheating their way through degree programs has greatly increased over the years (Josien,
Laurent, & Broderick, 2013, p. 93). Academic dishonesty takes many different forms, including
computer generated papers. Students who use CGPs as a form of cheating in college gain an
unfair advantage, even though they may believe what they are doing is harmless (Josien,
Laurent, & Broderick, 2013, p. 93). Although CGPs are more prevalent in academic
publications, students may end also end up using the publications for research without knowing
they contain invalid information.

Studies have pointed out that “cheating diminishes learning” (Preiss, Klein, Levenburg,
& Nohavova, 2013, p. 157). Computer generated papers are ineffective shortcuts for student
learning, and CGPs are a problem worldwide. When students participate in the cheating trend by

submitting computer generated papers, they may graduate with high honors and publications and



secure sought-after jobs (Preiss, Klein, Levenburg, & Nohavova, 2013, p. 157-167). Using CGPs
to get one’s name out in the publication world is unethical and violates the honor code of
learning (Teixeira & Rocha, 2008).

Lang’s (2013) book Cheating Lessons: Learning from Academic Dishonesty explores
why and how frequently students cheat. Lang’s research found that a good portion of students do
not have ethical integrity and will cheat. Computer generated papers makes cheating easier for
those students. Lang’s text is relevant to this literature review because, even though | am
primarily interested in the problem of CGPs and journal publications, the student culture of today
will likely contribute to the academic culture of tomorrow as students learn these habits and then

enter the academic world.

2.1.2. Ethical Concerns with Computer Generated Papers

According to iThenticate (2013, p. 1), “plagiarism and other forms of misconduct are a
growing problem in research.” With CGPs becoming simpler to generate and submit, this form
of cheating is becoming more common in the publication world. Ethical concerns are about a
lack of moral or practical thoughts for one’s own gain.

The stakes in peer review are high: the decisions from this process determine who
gets published, who gets funded, and who gets promoted. Beyond its impact on
personal advancement, peer review maintains, for better or worse, the paradigm of
any given scientific discipline insofar as the peer review of funding proposals
determines what problems get studied and what solutions are allowed (Souder,
2011, p. 55).

Authors tend to believe that CGPs will not affect others, but that is not the case

(DeAndrea, Carpenter, Shulman, & Levine, 2009, p. 944). This form of cheating is an ethical



issue in any aspect of research. The publication of these papers in medical journals, for example,

can pose major problems.
Not only is money and time being wasted trying to replicate questionable
research, precious publication space is also wasted on duplicative papers. More
importantly, the ethical issues are beginning to increasingly impact the level of
trust that the public puts into the medical profession. Even worse, patients
sometimes receive ineffective or harmful treatments based on poor or unethical
research (iThenticate, 2013, p. 1-8).

To some, CGPs may not seem to be a problem, but they can be especially harmful in
medical publications.

Authors who create CGPs also participate in “data sharing” as well (Vines, 2014, p. 44).
An ethical issue with data sharing in publication is data is not checked until a paper has been
accepted. CGPs are appearing more in high quality journals and this shows that academic peer
review is not conducted properly.

CGPs and other articles that are flagged or retracted; removed or taken off of article,
cause problems for specific journals. A retracted article can affect the reputation of a journal or
publishing house, calling into question the integrity of the peer-review process. “In this
environment, journals — particularly top tier ones — are faced with mounting submissions, which
taxes the standard journal screening processes. This leads to a rise in ‘bad research’ allowed
through the doors to publication” (iThenticate, 2012, p. 1-10).

A 2018 study conducted by Peled, Eshet, Barcyk, and Grinautski showed that cheating
and plagiarism are linked to particular personality traits and cultural backgrounds. This study

showed that it is easy to cheat online, and that the cheaters may not understand why it is



unethical to publish such work. Individuals who publish CGPs or other false work do so to boost

their achievement goals and future careers.

2.1.3. Plagiarism within Computer Generated Papers

Plagiarism is an increasing problem, and can be seen within a CGP. Digital age
plagiarism is changing and has made the process easier (Jones & Sheridan, 2014, p. 712). One
issue with CGPs is that some of the information contained in these articles cannot be tracked
with plagiarism software because it is honsense.

Back in 1999, Austin and Brown suggested that papers could be evaluated for
digital plagiarism via general sight evaluation, then suspicious texts could be
further investigated using digital technology ranging from searching the sources
that might have been used by students through to starting to use the then emerging
plagiarism detection software (Jones & Sheridan, 2014, p. 712-714).
The problem is CGPs cannot usually be detected with conventional plagiarism software because
the text they contain is fabricated by the software and not lifted verbatim from existing articles.

Academic publishing is important for both faculty and students, but the whole system is
undermined by CGPs and other false publications (Pillai, 2015, p. 279-291). Today, the internet
makes false publication possible, but not always easy to locate (Batane, 2010, p. 1-12). Some
authors may use CGPs to circumvent research requirements. The CGP does not require the
author to know the actual information and “this has resulted in the urge to publish more” (Pillai,
2015, p. 279-291).

There are many different forms of plagiarism today, but CGPs have gone largely
unnoticed. Authors do not seem to understand or care that they are putting false information out

for the world to use. CGPs are an interesting aspect of plagiarism because the phenomenon is



new and not completely understood. Students may submit CGPs to pass their classes, whereas

some faculty members use them to improve their careers.

2.1.4. Academic Publishing

Publishing is a thoughtful process, if done appropriately. Academic publishing is crucial
because these publications are sources for practical applications and further research. Libraries
rely on the integrity of academic publications and pay a price for these publications. “The
academic journal publishing industry encompasses the creation, review, packaging and
distribution of knowledge and/or information in multiple formats for use mainly by academic
and scientific consumers” (McGuigan & Russel, 2008). “Automatically generated papers can be
misunderstood as real papers, it becomes of paramount importance to develop means to identify
these scientific frauds” (Amancio, 2015, p. 1). Both students and faculty rely on academic
publications. Faculty and graduate level publication rely on extensive use of literature. A study
was completed in 1997-2009 regarding how much faculty members use academic publications
(Tenopir, 2009). This study showed that faculty members rely on academic journals in order to
publish themselves. Even with the forms of publication changing, the degree to which faculty use

them does not change.

2.2. Peer Review Process
2.2.1. History of Peer Review

Peer review “is the method by which grants are allocated, papers published, academics
promoted, and Nobel prizes won” (Smith, 2006, p. 178). The peer review process aims to
improve the worth of what is being published and uncover errors and possible plagiarism.
“Despite many criticisms about the integrity of peer review, the majority of the research

community still believes peer review is the best form of scientific evaluation” (Elsevier, 2018).
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The peer review process is the most respected and dependable aspect in journals (Dadkhah,
Kahani, & Borchardt, 2017) and should be a trustworthy process. This is because peer reviewers
vet articles for publication. They thoroughly read, edit, and study every aspect of manuscripts.
Journals trust the peer review process to evaluate what they publish. Peer review is
typically performed by more than one person and, in some cases, is done by a group of people.
Peer reviewers are generally experts in the specific field of work covered by the manuscript.
Peer review is imperative for the academic world. Students and faculty members depend
on the peer review process when they use scholarly articles — articles that have presumably
passed peer scrutiny. However, changes in academic culture can interrupt or manipulate peer
review, and “the peer-review system is poorly adapted to recent changes in the discipline and

current societal needs” (Ferreira et al., 2016, p. 597).

2.2.2. Contemporary Problems with Peer Review

The peer review process is an extremely trusted and honorable system, but in some
instances the peer review process deals with contemporary problems. “On the one hand, it’s
impressive that computer programs are now good enough to create passable gibberish” (Kakaes,
2014,). As Kakaes points out, the peer review process can be flawed. The process of peer
reviewers consists of taking individuals that are “experts” in that specific field and expect them
to completely understand what that article is about. “Some reviewers are unqualified and others,
because of personal or professional rivalry, are biased” (Kassirer & Campion, 1994, p. 96).

Another issue with the peer review process is fake reviewers with a conflict of interest
who will review an article and base their opinions strictly on bias or skip the process altogether
(Tancock, 2018, p. 1-5). When this happens, few if any needed revisions may be made to the

original manuscript. “Without peer review there is no control in scientific communication”
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(Fennel, Corner, & Ash, 2018, p. 1). Some authors care only about getting their name on a
publication. When the peer review process fails, this becomes a problem. This is where CGPs
can come into play since they pose special problems for and exploit weaknesses in the peer

review process.

2.2.3. Peer Review as a Method to Detect Computer Generated Papers

Peer review is crucial process for maintaining the quality of academic publication. “Peer
review is widely viewed as an essential step for ensuring scientific quality of a work and is a
cornerstone of scholarly publishing” (Bartoli, De Lorenzo, Medvet, & Tarlao, 2016, p. 19). Yet
CGPs have been created that passed the peer review process. Peer review should identify
information that is not relevant to a manuscript and result in the editor requiring the author to
revise or remove it. During the peer review process if an article is “flagged” that means the
article needs to be reevaluated (Kalnins, Halm, & Castillo, 2015, p. 1034-1038). If the peer
review process is conducted correctly, CGPs should be flagged since the information in a CGP is
typically nonsense.

Increasingly, for an article to be published, it has to be vetted through some CGP
detection software as a supplement to peer review. SciDetect was created by Labbé specifically
to check for CGPs. “SciDetect uses intertextual distance to discover automatically generated text
materials” (Griffin, 2015, p. 23). This software works as a tool to identify false information, so
that CGPs will not be published.

Researchers in addition to Labbé have worked on this problem. Williams and Giles
(2015) used a process called Similarity Search to try and detect CGPs. Similarity Search was
used to examine certain text in papers to distinguish if the information was real or fake

(computer generated).
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Nevertheless, in most subject areas, software cannot be used to detect CGPs, which leads
to the reliance on traditional peer review. Peer review is important for screening manuscripts as
peer reviewers focus on four aspects: research methods, relevance to readers, writing
style/presentation clarity, and significance (Marsh & Ball, 2014, p. 151). If any of these aspects
of a paper are suspicious, or are weak or missing, the article should be flagged for revision and
perhaps not published at all. Peer reviewers must pay close attention to what they are reading in

order to distinguish if the information is real.

2.2.4. Editor’s Perspective on Computer Generated Papers

Editors are at the forefront of the CGP problem, but do not always deal with the problem
successfully. “Editors have a responsibility to retract seriously flawed articles from their
journals. However, there appears to be little consistency in [a] journal’s policies or procedures
for this” (Williams & Wagner, 2013, p. 1). As an editor, Bohannon noticed a flaw with the peer
review and editorial process. Bohannon created a fake editor named Ocorrafoo Cobange, and he
“submitted 304 versions of [a] wonder drug paper to open-access journals” (Bohannon, 2013, p.
60) to see if reviewers would notice inconsistencies. Bohannon continued this scheme for over
10 months, and more than half of the flawed papers were accepted by the journals for
publication.

“A recent survey of editors of journals from different scientific fields showed that editors
reported a 30% prevalence of authorship problems in their journals” (Marusic, 2011, p. 130).
Although these editors showed a high prevalence of authorship, they did not believe there was
serious harm to the editorial process. “Most editors of science journals seem not very concerned
about publication ethics and believe that misconduct occurs only rarely in their journals. Many

editors are unfamiliar with available guidelines but would welcome more guidance or training”
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(Wagner, Fiack, et al, 2009). In another aspect, scholarly journals have looked at plagiarism
within publication as a major issue, “the situation has become so alarming that some editors have
publicly complained about the large number of journal submissions with plagiarized materials”

(Roig, 2014, p. 557).

2.2.5. Open-Access Journals and New Approaches to Peer Review

Though not directly related to the CGP problem, open-access journals may compromise
the peer review process in ways that make it easier to publish CGP. “Open-access publishing
gives lawful free access to journal content on the internet and is funded by means other than
readers’ subscription” (Schroter, Tite, & Smith, 2005, p. 1-4). Typically, in order for journals to
publish there is a payment, whether it is by the author or publishing house. Open-access journal
content is then free for the world to use. “The open-access movement, although noble in its
intent, has been an unwitting host to... parasitic publishers” (Pisanski, Sorokowski, & Kulczcki,
2017, p. 481).

Some open-access publications are predatory journals that will publish nearly anything
for a fee and/or lack peer review (Wicherts, 2016, p. 1-19). “Bogus journals can imitate
legitimate ones that also collect fees from authors” (Pisanski, Sorokowski, & Kulczcki, 2017, p.
481). To define which manuscripts submitted to journals are legitimate and which are fake, a
strong peer review system is needed. “Peer review is a core mechanism for quality control in
scientific publishing, but the quality of peer review itself is often obscured by the fact that it

takes places behind closed curtains in most journals” (Wicherts, 2016, p. 2).
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3. Methodology
3.1. Qualitative Methodology

I selected qualitative methodology for exploring the CGP issue. Unfortunately,
qualitative methodologies have not always been developed as rigorous, well-defined tools. As
Attride-Stirling stated in her 2001 article “Thematic Networks. An Analytical Tool for
Qualitative Research,” “the growth in qualitative research is a well-noted and welcomed fact
within the social sciences; however, there is a regrettable lack of tools available for the analysis
of qualitative material” (Attride-Stirling, 2001, p. 385). My search, therefore, was for qualitative
methods that could be applied in a rigorous way.

We use qualitative methodologies to search for answers to research questions and to
gather data. Qualitative methodology is analytical, yet flexible. “One advantage of qualitative
methods in exploratory research is that use of open-ended questions and probing gives
participants the opportunity to respond in their own words, rather than forcing them to choose
from fixed responses, as quantitative methods do” (Family Health International, n.d, p. 4).

Qualitative research investigates how people think and react to given problems or
questions and focuses on gathering rich, expansive data sets from a small number of participants.
Interviewing is a type of qualitative methodology.

“The discussion in the educational literature concerning qualitative research can be
clarified by recognizing that qualitative research comes in many different varieties, which can be
more clearly identified and understood by using the notion of research traditions” (Jacob, 1988,
p. 16). The qualitative approaches that | found to be best suited for investigating CGPs and their

issues were interviews, participant observation, and thematic analysis.
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3.2. Interview Methodology

I chose data obtained through interviews as a key to understanding the CGP problem
from the point of view of journal editors. “Interviews are one of the most widely used and most
fundamental research techniques — and for very good reason. They enable researchers to obtain
information they cannot gain by observation alone” (Berger, 2016, p. 191). Interviews can be
conducted face-to-face or via phone, email, or interactive video conferencing software such as
Zoom. “The expert tries to involve the interviewer in ongoing conflicts in the field and talks
about internal matters and intrigues in his or her work field instead of talking about the topic of
the interview” (Flick, 2002, p. 165). In the case of my study, face-to-face interviews could not be
conducted due to the time and cost of traveling to visit editors in various U.S. states and abroad.
“In contrast to biographical interviews, here the interviewee is of less interest as a (whole) person
than in his or her capacity of being an expert for a certain field of activity” (Flick, 2002, p. 165).

The procedure of the interview process is very intense: “if the goal of the qualitative
researcher is to elicit detailed description and understanding of communication behavior directly
from participants through an interview, five different, though somewhat intertwined, steps need
to be followed” (Stewart, 2002). These steps are (1) frame a research question, (2) decide the
interview format, (3) collect data, (4) transcribe the data, and (5) analyze results. Before
interviews are conducted, it is important to develop and test a set of questions. To keep
interviews to a reasonable time period and to encourage participation, | developed 10 questions

about CGP and the peer review process.

3.3. Participant Observation

As a method of gathering data about communication, participant observation is also an

effective approach. “The method of participant observation allows for a consideration of the
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empirical fabric of materiality and an application of the analytical concept of presence” (Aagaard
& Matthiesen, 2015, p. 40). “In participant observation, researchers become involved in the
group, organization, or entity they are studying. Researchers have to balance two roles: that of
being participants and that of being observers” (Berger, 2016, p. 253).
Participant observation, whereby the researcher interacts with people in everyday
life while collecting information, is a unique method for investigating the
enormously rich, complex, conflictual, problematic, and diverse experiences,
thoughts, feelings, and activities of human beings and the meanings of their
existence (Jorgensen, 2015).
This form of qualitative methodology takes time and patience because each participant involved
may handle the CGP situation differently.

As a way to connect with another individual and understand his or her thoughts,
participant observation can be an important complement to interviews. When first developing my
research design, | anticipated that this form of qualitative methodology could help me better
understand the participants’ thoughts and decision processes. As a research tool, participant
observation helps transcend the limitations of interviews, which are often thought of as data
collected from “naturalistic verbal reports” (Aagaard & Matthiesen, 2015, p. 40). There are many
examples of effectively using participant observation to understand informants’ thoughts and
decision processes, such as the important breakthroughs in understanding science
communication achieved by Latour and Woolgar (2013).

Although participant observation is an excellent means of gathering data and
understanding a communication process from the point of view of one’s informants, and can

incorporate informal interviews, | had to reject this methodology since it requires close and
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extended observation of a situation, such as what happens when working with or living among
one’s informants. Participant observation did not work for my particular research due to my

international group of interviewees.

3.4. Thematic Analysis

Thematic analysis is a useful approach to qualitative analysis of texts, including interview
data. “Thematic analysis (TA) is a method for identifying, analyzing, and interpreting patterns of
meaning (‘themes’) within qualitative data” (Clarke & Braun, 2017, p. 297). To enable thematic
analysis, | developed a coding scheme after collecting and reading over the interview data.
“Researchers use coding to help identify common themes and topics that may emerge from the
interview transcripts; these common themes will help researchers see what is important to
informants and what is secondary” (Berger, 2016, p. 203).

In TA, coding depends upon a list of keywords, sentences, and/or concepts that are then
paired with similar wording or meaning in the interview data. “Codes are the smallest units of
analysis that capture interesting features of the data relevant to the research question” (Clarke &
Braun, 2017, p. 297). Although coding and content analysis are often used to build a database for
quantitative analysis, this method is also useful for qualitative analysis when considering
transcripts of interviews. The idea, especially when paired with thematic analysis, is to discover
the themes or ideas that structure meaning.

Using TA, researchers can uncover patterns and views that provide answers to research
questions. As a relatively novel topic, some editors may be unaware of the CGP problem, while
others might have personally dealt with it. Thematic analysis provides a means to compare the
interview data from various editors in a way that establishes the range of how the CGP issue is

understood and dealt with.
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4. Thematic Analysis
4.1. Introduction

The thematic analysis process began with five interviews with editors from across the
world, including several prominent journals and/or publishers. These included: (1) David Grier;
editor of Computer Journal in IEEE; (2) Tamara Welschot; Springer Nature’s Research Integrity
Group. “The Springer Nature Research Integrity Group aspires to a positive and proactive
approach to preventing publication misconduct and encouraging sound and reliable research
practices.”; (3) Joaquim Jorges; Elsevier Computers and Graphics; and two editors, (4) and (5),
who wished to remain anonymous. Once the interviews were conducted and organized, the
process of coding the transcripts to identify crucial information surrounding awareness and
becoming aware, issues, improvement opportunities, line of defense, rejection rate, COPE,
retraction, publication ethics and scanning tools. | read through every transcription and defined
common themes that best explained what editors said. These themes stood out in the editors’

approach to the CGP problem.

4.2. Awareness

As demonstrated by an article published in the journal Nature (Van Noorden, 2014),
computer generated papers (CGPs) have become a serious and relatively well-known problem in
the publication world. Academic journal editors are a frontline defense against CGPs
masquerading as legitimate research. When a CGP is published, that generally means the peer
review process somehow failed to identify bad information in that specific article. When | asked
five editors if they were aware of CGPs, three answered that they were aware, one said “I have
heard this before, but I don’t know that much. I don’t think it iS common in science and

engineering publications” (E1, 2019), and David Grier, who has worked personally on the CGP
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issue, stated, “In a small tight community of us, everybody knows about it [CGP] and worries
about it. .... It’s something of a concern [and has] been a concern on and off for probably twenty

years” (DG, 2019).

4.3. Becoming Aware

Some editors routinely come across CGPs. “There was a period, roughly around 2013
when plagiarism and mechanical plagiarism became an issue, at that point I was responsible for
the computer journals” (DG, 2019). CGPs have sometimes gone undetected during the peer
review process and have been presented at conferences lacking peer review. “I became aware of
these through the infamous SClgen MIT Paper generator that was used to produce a paper
accepted at a conference (SCI) without a peer review system” (JJ, 2019).

“We had one [CGP] published, not in a magazine but in a periodical of a conference
proceedings. It [CGP] somehow got on the front page and someone levered it against us” (DG,
2019). Editor Two became aware of CGPs when a colleague tricked him into reading one. “It
took me three paragraphs to notice it was a fake paper” (E2, 2019).

Once these papers started showing up in journals, they became an embarrassment within
academia and academic publishing. Tamara Welschot (2019) became aware of CGPs when she
received an email from a scientist warning her about “papers that were apparently very fake.”
Thus, from the origin of SClgen in 2005 to the Nature exposé in 2014, ripples of the CGP

problem spread through the journal editing community.

4.4. Issue

According to Van Noorden with Nature (2014), CGPs have clearly become a problem in

academic publishing. Editor One reinforced this judgement: “If it [CGP] happens, it is a very
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serious problem” (E1, 2019). However, the other editors that I interviewed disagreed. “The
CGPs are not a problem for high quality publications. In fact, it is bitter for low-quality journals
and venues that they can be fooled this way. It shows that they are not rigorous” (E2, 2019). “In
the engineering community the answer is largely no [CGPs are not a problem], but in the world
of the humanities crowd has a different problem” (DG, 2019).

Two editors believed that CGPs were not a serious problem so long as the peer-review
system operates as it should. They did, however, admit the possibility that improved algorithms
could pose a future problem:

By looking at the paper and reading it, you should get an idea if this is a hoax paper or a

fake paper. I think we should realize that algorithms [for generating CGPs] are becoming

much better, and although I am personally thinking that still you can find out about some
papers that are machine generated because there is something in the papers that are not

matching up (TW, 2019).

The way | see it, a journal with a decent peer-review system should be able to spot
SClgen generated papers. However, SClgen may only be the precursor of more

sophisticated approaches that may become progressively harder to unearth (JJ, 2019).

4.5. Opportunities for Improvement

With the recognition of the current CGP problem and concerns that the problem could
grow, editors recognize opportunities to improve the peer-review process. According to Editor
Two (2019), “There are always ways to improve” the CGP issue. David Grier (2019) suggested

an incentive for editors and journals to improve CGP screening:
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I mean the strategy on how to get the incentive for this is having one journal or a set of
journals where you viewed them as having a greater status than others. And, in particular,
if you took a top bit journal and said okay we are only going to have only trained referees
and you worked up and built even a small staff and said this is what you’d get, it’s part of
building a premier product. If you went through that and your article was refereed, we
would know the quality of it and the author would get high quality comments back and
the work would improve substantially and be able to build a community that this is
important, this is good.
Along with providing an incentive for reviewers, Grier also suggested a training seminar on how
to review manuscripts. “I think some of the professional societies could do it. .... But one of the
challenges again is getting the referees to do it and getting them to feel there is a sense of
accomplishment there, that’s a tough bit.” Grier elaborated:

At this point, it is spread so widely, they really do no training or very limited training on

it. And how you would bring reviewers on and sort of train them and get them to

understand the process and think about things and what they should look for would be a

good training method. How you get people trained and how you get them to accept them

and get common standards, that would be hard.

Better peer-review, or training for peer reviewers, was just one solution envisioned by
editors. “Nowadays there are software detectors for similarities to identify plagiarism” (E1,
2019). Similarly, “fake and plagiarized papers need to be fought with software tools” (JJ, 2019).

Although some editors believe there are opportunities for improvement within the peer
review process and regarding the CGP problem, others think there is no need for improvement.

The latter group maintained the view that CGPs are simply not a problem in journal publishing.
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Well we have various models of peer-review. Essentially it really means that any papers

being reviewed by two reviewers, that’s the best practice. And of course, you have single

lined and double lined and open review and transparent peer-review. But it actually boils
down to two experts reading it [the manuscript] or reviewing it and coming back with
comments. I think that’s still the best way of making sure that what gets reviewed or

published has some degree of screening (TW, 2019).

In the end, whether editors expressed the need for improvement or not, the CGP
screening issue largely depends on the abilities of reviewers, perhaps combined with the capacity
of screening software: “The reviewers need to read the paper carefully, they need to be experts in
the field, and they should use some tools, such as iThenticate” (E2, 2019). iThenticate is a

plagiarism software detection tool.

4.6. Line of Defense

When a manuscript is submitted for review, the editor often carries out an initial
screening, for example to determine if the manuscript is a good fit for the journal. The editor
then sends the manuscript to selected peer reviewers who must follow a process and return the
manuscript to the editor with an evaluation—often in support of or against publication—along
with comments regarding needed revisions. Even if recommended for publication, the author
may have to go through one or more rounds of revisions before the editor approves the
manuscript for publication.

During this process, the journal’s editors have a key responsibility to screen for CGPs: “I
think the first line of defense would be the editor-in-chief and then the next step would be the
reviewers” (TW, 2019). Peer reviewers and editors have a crucial role in publication, but peer

reviewers and editors might be focusing on more than one paper at a time. This can leave gaps
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that CGPs can penetrate: “We [IEEE] have a staff of roughly 20 associate editors. All of them
are currently working on one to three papers in the peer review process” (DG, 2019). Editors and
authors must be patient as a manuscript winds its way through the review process. If the process
works, then CGPs should not make it to publication: “As long as the editors and then the

reviewers do diligently their work, it should not be a problem” (E2, 2019).

4.7. Rejection Rate

Not all manuscripts submitted to journals are published. Sometimes, rejection occurs in
the first step when a manuscript is received by the editor. In part this is a judgement call as to
whether the manuscript is a good fit for the journal, and in part it is out of consideration for the
peer reviewers. Joaquim Jorge (2019) stated, “I currently reject about 20% of all submitted
papers [manuscripts] without sending them to reviewers for various reasons. The main one being
out-of-scope papers. Reviewer fatigue is a serious problem, that can lead to bad papers being
accepted.” Ideally, due diligence on the part of editors and peer reviewers will detect CGPs:

The peer review process will definitely filter out these papers. | think in the time of 2014

there was too much trust in having the peer review process handled by others. This has

led to this problem, thankfully for us only 18 papers and not 100 papers like IEEE. (TW,

2019)

4.8. Retraction of Papers

In some instances, CGPs have passed the review stage and been published. IEEE has
retracted about 100 CGPs whereas Springer has retracted about 18 CGPs. If CGPs that are
published later get detected, then the journal must retract the published paper. This is a painful

process:
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This [retraction] can possibly be the most embarrassing event to happen to an editor. The
text would have to be retracted as soon as detected, identifying the paper as a fake
manuscript, with a personal note of apology from the Editor-In-Chief, who would have to

have to assume the blame at a personal level (JJ, 2019).

Before a paper is retracted, the editor will approach the author to ask for an explanation,
and then advance to the retraction stage. When a paper is retracted from a journal, some journals
will post a notice to clarify that retraction has occurred. “There is a banner that says, ‘Paper Has
Been Removed’ and is intellectual property” (DG, 2019). Grier has been involved with
approximately “100-200 retraction cases a year” (DG, 2019) over the last decade. Not only are
there notices posted to inform readers of the retraction, but the author who submitted the CGP
will also be banned from publication with that journal or publisher for a period of time.
Depending on the nature of the retraction, the author could be banned from publication for a year
or to 10 years.

Editor Two explained their journal’s retraction process in great detail:

If this [retraction] would happen we would start a formal investigation with the Ethics

committee. If the result would be positive, we would recommend actions. First, we would

inform the authors and ask them for a retraction. If [the authors maintain that] the
retraction would be unsatisfactory, the journal would: a) inform the authors about the
final decision; b) retract the paper with a mention that it was retracted, with full names of
the authors, their affiliation, and the name of the paper; c) depending if this was intent or
an error, we would also inform the direct supervisors of the authors about the academic
misconduct; and d) the author could also receive a letter that they are not welcome to

publish in our journal for certain period of time (usually around 3 years) (E2, 2019).
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49. Pressure to Publish

The pressure on academics to publish, a situation anecdotally referred to as publish or
perish, has helped feed the CGP problem. Professors and new faculty are often pressured to
publish a certain number of articles in order to be successful in their careers. This pressure has
also increased the amount of work for editors and reviewers. “I see CGPs happening as a
consequence of the pressure to publish. The submission of large quantities of low-quality
manuscripts is motivated by a numbers-focused quantity-over-quality evaluation process for
untenured faculty” (JJ, 2019).

The pressure on junior faculty to publish or perish seems to have increased in recent
years. Grier explained:

About a generation ago the faculty that are involved in some colleges had much more

limited publications on them then they do now. Some would be expected to write a paper

or two to get tenure over a 7-year period. They would be expected to continue to write

papers at that kind of pace for the rest of their career so they might end up having 10-12

papers that would be to their name and would mark their career. That is no longer the

case. Graduate students coming out used to be expected to have 1 to 2 papers, now it’s
about 5 to 6. You are expected to turnout as a new professor in the engineering world or
scientific world a paper or two a year. If you are running a research lab, more of a senior

professor, you would like to see 8 to 10 come out of your lab a year (DG, 2019).

Publication can make a faculty member’s career that much more successful, but it can
also create motivation to submit CGPs or cheat in other ways for publication. “When it becomes
your job, in the whole case of plagiarism....you cut corners and in particular all of these groups

generally lacked the full skill to write a paper” (DG, 2019).
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When faculty members publish articles, they may see a rise in pay and status and be
rewarded with promotion or tenure.
This work is tied up in both prestige and in income and those two things are not
the same, but they are often tied up in it. And what people will do to keep their
position and to build their sense of identity and authority and prestige on a fault

basis. (DG, 2019)

4.10. Publication Ethics

Some editors, at least, believe academia is a long way from solving the CGP problem.
Academic integrity, and specifically publication ethics, must be improved before the problem
will go away:

The root causes need to be addressed to solve what is otherwise a very human problem.

Until that happens, | could see further and more capable strains of text generators

appearing. Indeed, there has been considerable research on computer-generated novels

and poetry. Look at the high-profile retractions of manuscripts with fabricated results
from Nature, Lancet and Science. Having a program to assist in fabrication is just another

way to make the process easier (JJ, 2019).

Publishing a CGP crosses many ethical guidelines. When authors submit CGPs, they
undermine their own academic integrity along with the status of academic publications.
Researchers rely on the information they find in published articles, so CGPs can affect the results
of other people’s research. Though not directly connected with the CGP problem, there are
many other issues in academic integrity and publication ethics that complicate the work of
editors and peer reviewers. One is the seeming repetition that makes it hard to judge whether

authors are just repeating what they have said before (self-plagiarism) or actually saying
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something new: “Also, there are many papers that have an incremental contribution and it is
difficult to distinguish if it actually is self-plagiarism or a new idea. These papers require a huge

amount of work to judge and it is very tricky” (E2, 2019).

4.11. COPE

The Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE) is a group of individuals that focus on the
ethical guidelines of publication. Most editors in the current study were either aware of COPE or
have served on its board. Four out of the five editors I interviewed were explicitly aware of
COPE, although one seemed only vaguely aware of the group.

Editor One, Joaquim Jorge, and Tamara Welschot all represented their journals and
publications within COPE. In following COPE’s guidelines, Editor One (2019) stated, “we warn
and punish certain authors whose papers are identified [as] having plagiarism.” COPE focuses on
problems of misconduct, conflicts of interest, and most importantly for my research, the peer
review process. Tamara Welschot, a contact person for COPE, explained in great detail what
COPE is and her role within the committee:

So, we register or most publishers register journals with COPE. It’s to make everyone

aware that we take research integrity or publication ethics very seriously, so that’s one

step. So they take care of making sure these journals are registered with them and are
available in their database so everyone can see which journals have been registered and

essentially [this] means that all our journals follow the COPE guidelines and as a

company our own policies are very much towards the COPE guidelines, or the Code of

Practice | should say, and flow charts. | think they have really good discussions on lots of

different topics. As publishers we are very much involved and every publisher has

particular topics that they work with [in] COPE....I think last year we as a company
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worked with COPE on flow charts on guidelines on [management] on the submission
process....I think we cannot go around COPE, I know some of the society’s publishers
actually have their own guidelines. They’re probably a little more strict on their policies
or instructions I should say. And that means that it is sometimes said that whenever you
have a complaint COPE is not really the one saying, you know, to be a police officer or
saying yes or no, they essentially look at whether the processes have been followed. In
their [the editors] positions it is probably also the best thing they can do. They [COPE]
are essentially not the police, the publisher is like a police officer or a judge. We have to
follow due process or diligence to find out if something needs to be retracted or not. |
think the whole focus of COPE is really making sure that research literature is, you know,

that there is integrity in what is being published (TW, 2019).

4.12. Scanning Tool

Software tools have been developed over the years in the hopes of screening out CGPs.
David Grier from IEEE has worked hands-on with such tools:

What it is for us is several software tools that are combined and merged into managed

systems and every paper [manuscript] that comes is scanned for a variety of things and

against some other libraries and | believe the current version of it picks off the

bibliography and scans against that (David Grier, 2019).

4.13. Conclusion

Computer generated papers may be becoming more popular among faculty researchers
who are under pressure to publish, and this is a serious threat to academic integrity and

publication ethics. Understanding the peer review process and how it could be modified could
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help reduce the publication of CGPs: “It’s the kind of thing that [editors] could ban together to
do some work on problems such as this” (DG, 2019). When I asked one of the editors if he
believed the CGP problem would end, he replied, “Will we be able to solve this? Maybe when

we stop having people who have the wrong set of goals.” (David Grier, 2019)
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5. Conclusion & Recommendations

Understanding the ability of CGPs to pass through the peer review process undetected
has been the most interesting part of this research. The peer review process requires that experts
in a field review manuscripts submitted for presentations or publication. Journal editors believe
and commonsense suggests that peer reviewers, as experts in their field, should spot invalid or
nonsensical information when they review a manuscript. Therefore, | found it truly fascinating to
see CGPs make it through peer review and be presented at professional conferences or be
published in journals. Clearly there are still weaknesses in the peer review process.

It is well known that peer review is inconsistent and subjective, and too often operates as
a sort of black box. To correct these deficiencies, various strategies have been suggested, such as
training peer reviewers. However, studies of peer reviewer training have not shown it to be
effective or significant in improving reviewer performance (Callaham, Wears, & Waeckerle,
1998, p. 318-322). This ineffectiveness could be caused by flaws or weaknesses in the training
and does not mean that training could not be effective if well designed and implemented. As a
black box, little is known about how journals select peer reviewers, and that is another area that
is ripe for future research. Also, little seems to be known about the particular skills that reviewers
need and use, and so that is another area meriting future research. Perhaps awareness alone
would help solve the issue: for example, if peer reviewers were given a sample reading from a
CGP, they might become better at spotting CGPs in the future.

During my investigation of CGPs, | found certain research approaches that worked and
others that did not. The original plan was to use participant observation as a qualitative
methodology. Through participant observation, | would be able to observe how editors or

reviewers dealt with CGPs. After researching participant observation as a qualitative
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methodology, however, | came to the conclusion that this method would not work for my study
or provide the best outcome for this research, since it would be impractical for me to interact
with and observe so many editors in such a short period of time.

I then decided on interview methodology, combined with thematic analysis. Interview
methodology and thematic analysis together proved to be a successful approach to my research
on CGPs. The interviews were conducted using both email text and through live conferencing
(via Zoom). Based on the literature review, | developed 10 questions regarding CGPs and the
peer review process. | found the most useful and nuanced information was given through
conversations on Zoom. Compared with live face-to-face conferencing using Zoom, | found the
information from email text interviews to be relatively brief and often superficial. Zoom proved
to be the most successful tool for conducting my interviews because it enabled a true
conversation. | was able to get the information | needed, engage in follow up discussion, and also
change the minds of the editors from my research. This latter point is especially important: in the
process of questioning editors about CGP, | could sometimes observe how the editor’s
understanding of CGP changed through the discursive practice of the interview, thereby shaping
CGP reality.

As discussed in the “Thematic Analysis” section, the peer review process is not the only
way to detect CGPs. Good progress has also been made with detection software. Although
promising, CGP detection software will likely lead to a sort of arms race with CGP creation
software. While detection programs will likely become standard practice for journal editors, the
history of computer software shows that researchers cannot become complacent about such

technological fixes. As Bohannon (2015, p. 18-19) warns, “I’'m willing to bet if someone wanted
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to declare an arms race, they could come up with another way to generate papers that would fool
[SciDetect] again for a while.”

The peer review process is a vital tool within academic research and publication. When
researchers use published articles for their own research, they depend on the information to be
factual. Typically, peer reviewers are (or should be) chosen based on their knowledge of a
specific topic. So, the problem of CGPs getting past the peer review process is a key to
understanding the issues in the peer review process, future research on this topic, and ultimately
to solutions for this problem. Two editors, David Grier and Tamara Welschot, recommended that
a training seminar for beginning peer reviewers would be the best way to improve the peer
reviewer process. Clearly this training would need to be well-designed. As a final
recommendation, | believe that the peer review process could be improved with in-depth training
seminars that included hands-on exercises, the use of software detection tools, and case studies
of real problems such as CGPs. My recommendations would probably not end the CGP problem,
as new software will likely be developed that generates more sophisticated and harder-to-detect
CGPs. However, although it may not permanently solve the CGP problem, we have to start

somewhere.
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7.2. Appendix B: Interview Information: Participants, Dates, Responses

|Graduate Thesis Interviews - CGP Journal Interview

EMAILED
JOURNAL FOLLOWUP INTERVIEW |RESPONSES |ANOMYNITY
EDITOR EDITOR EMAIL EMAIL DATE RESPONSE NOTES
NAME DATE DATE OR NUMBER
INTERVIEW
Suggested Tamara
Nature Rebecca (Bex) Walton  |rwalton@nature.com 1/%1%) 12319 XXX XXX XXX XX ‘Welschot from
Springer Nature
Seienos Devemy Berg iberp@aazeory usne| K Received X XXX X XX
Failed delivery
1112019
Software! - "
ol Dr. Kate Keahey keahey anl 11408( 1209 NONE XXX XXX XXX XXX
(Elsiever)
Bl siever)
The Computer
[Journal (Oxford  |Stephen Furber compiha. bes orguk 1/%1%) 12319 NONE N ). 4.4.4 XXX XXX
University Press)
Network Science
(Cambridge Ronald Breiger el gerid email Adzona.edu 119 12319 NONE XXX XXX XX XXX
University Press
Alsa suggested Bill
Hagen. Zoom
Computer (EEE) |David Grier erieridemail gwuedu 11419 XXX AGREED 211/19 INTERVIEW XXX interview &
transcription
completed
Automated
Software o 4
Enginmering Robert Hall hob ASEfgmail com 1114119 12319 NONE XXX XX XX XX
(Springer)
Provided answers to
12#19 XXX AGREED XXX EMAILED El questions. Wants to
ramain anenymeua
Computer
Architecture Daniel Sorin sorin@eedule edy 12419 21519 NONE XXX X0 XX XXX
Letters (IEEE)
Technology &
Sodety Magazine |[Jeremy Pitt Lpitt# imperial.ac.uk 12319 2/519 NONE XXX XXX XX XXX
(IEEE)
Computer
Graphica & Torsten Moller s tenmoellerunivie ac.at 12319 X DECLINED XXX XK X Suggested Wemer
Applications Purgathofer
(IEEE)
Professor -
Institute of Suggested Eduard
o - Groller, Nadia
;‘;’;‘u‘i f:f""““““ Wemer Purgathofer  [wpicg fuwienacat a8 XXX DECLINED XXX XXX 00X Magnenat-
('\'nh\nl\d Thalmann, Joaquim
Tochnology Jorge, Min Chen
Professor-
‘I.’?::‘:Tl;i::lfapulinu Suggested finding
& .Ill.;m'ln- Eduard Groller 12819 XXX DECLINED XXX XX XXX other editors;
Cantared Bedrich Benes
Technology
ot oyt Magnonat- ! miralsh el eRe|  arsng NONE XXX XXX XXX XXX
Computers and Emailed interview
Graphics Joumal loaquim Jorge oy d Lui ot 1/28/19 0.4 AGREED 12919 EMAILED XXX responses. Can use
(Elsevier) name and Joumal
S — i
l;‘(’;“;*:;’ 2t Ut i Chen (CGF) minchencgfi gmail.com 12819) 20619 NONE XXX XXX XXX XXX
af Orfio
Emailed interview
s XXX AGREED 13018 EMAILED E2 et ":‘;;‘T:he" o
ANAONYMOUS.
Intellectual
Property Rights  |Bill Hagen w.ha ge niiee e org Liais 2i719 NONE XXX XX XXX XXX
Manager of IEEE
Springer Nature's o
Research (Tamara Welschot tamaravelschotispringernature.com 131119 XXX AGREED 22019 | INTERVIEW o e

Integrity Group

completed.



7.3.

Appendix C: Interview Questions

Interview Questions:

1.

2.

3.

Are you aware of Computer Generated Papers (CGP)?

If so, how did you become aware of CGP?

Do you see an issue with CGP and journal publications?

If yes, what are the specific issues with CGPs and academic journals?

Are there opportunities for improvement in the peer review process? (As a
connected follow-up, should they not mention CGPs, ask if they have changed
the peer review process to better identify CGPs.)

If yes, what strategies do you recommend for improving the peer review
process?

As an editor, do you work at all with Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE)?
If you were to find out that your journal published a CGP, what would the
retraction process be?

Is there anything else you wish to add regarding the issue of CGPs, peer review,

and publication ethics?

47



7.4. Appendix D: Interview Request

Dear@ditortName,[
MymamesBMalea@unneBAndAAmAGraduateBtudentinthefield @ echnical 2
Communication@tMontana@l'echn@ButteMontana.?
My@raduate@hesis@ocuses@n@omputerfieneratedPapersfCGPs)As@AfroblemEnk
academicBournalBublication.Bpecifically,AAmAooking@ntoMhefeer@eviewdrocess,Bvhere
itEhighte@lawed,EndBvhat@mprovements@ouldbefnadeBvhenft@omesfo@Lomputer
Generated@®apers@nd@cademicublications.ForMnyfhesis@esearch,AAm@onductingl
interviewsBvithGournal@ditors.®
WouldBrouBpeakBvith@ne®ialielephone@rBkype@bout@GPs@Andihefeer@eviewrocess?
[BhaveAdistBffuestions@@AmEnore@hanhappylioBharelvithBroubefore@helnterview.
you@annotBpeakvithine,BvouldBroubeliilling@oillButihy@uestionsfria@mail?@
[fBroulrelvilling@o@roceed,@naydfisefourMame@ndB8rourfournal’sfamelin@ny@hesis? @
not,Mayd@uoteBrousEnonymous?
Proceeding@vith@hefnterviewProcessdmpliesfour@onsentfor@nelofiseFourl
information.AsBtated,ARvillBrotectBrourfdentity, AndBhe@dentity®fBrourfournal, AtEour
request.@

[BookMorward@otearing®ackfromBrou, AndAflan@obegin@hednterviewsFanuary2 1,2
2019.m

Thank@Bou,B

Malea@unnel

MSTCBtudentBMontana@'ech@ffhe@niversity@fMontanal

40656037360
Mdunnel@mtech.edul

Malea.dunne@gmail.comf
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7.5. Appendix E.1: Interview Transcription (Email) Joaquim Jorge

00wl LN L S e

=
=]

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38

Interview (Emailed) with Joaguim Jorge — Computers and Graphics Journal Elsevier

1/29/2019

MD: Malea Dunne {Researcher)
1.1: loaguim Jorge (Editor)

JoJ:

M.D:
D

JoJ:

JoJ:

Jul:

Are you aware of Computer Generated Papers (CGP)?
“Yes"
If so, how did you become aware of CGP?

“I became aware of these through the infamous SCIGEN MIT Paper
Generator that was used to produce a paper accepted at a conference
(SCI) without a peer-review system. There is a nice article on this,

that you may be aware of, published in 2015
httpJinews.mit.edu/2015/Mhow-three-mit-students-fooled-scientific-journals-
0414

Do you see an issue with CGP and journal publications?

“The way | see it, a Journal with a decent peer-review system should be
able to spot SCIGEN generated papers. However, SCIGEN may only be
the precursor of more sophisticated approaches, that may become
progressively harder to unearth”

If yes, what are the specific issues with CGP's and academic
journals?

“In recent years, SCIGEN and other (semi)automatic approaches to
generating nonsensical papers that would not resist anything deeper
than a cursory examination have been used to identify predatory
publishers. Unfortunately, the business of predatory publishing

(printing anything that remotely looks like a scholarly paper for a

fee) has been flourishing due to the pressure to publish for academic
promotion and tenure. | have been approached by paper mills (that is
whole enterprises in the business of publish-for-hire) who offered to

pay me to publish whatever papers they would produce. SCIGEN has
shown the way to produce more and more sophisticated approaches to
fabricate realistic-locking academic papers. There have been pre-SCIGEN
attempts to discredit Humanities and Arts Scholarly Journals by sending
human-generated gibberish papers. There is an infamous fake paper
published by physicist Alan Sokal of New York University in the

journal Social Text in 1996. Other human-generated fake papers include
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Interview (Emailed] with Joaquim Jorge — Computers and Graphics Journal Elsevier

1292019

MD: Malea Dunne {Researcher)
1.1: Joaguim Jorge (Editor)

Ju:

M.D:

Ju:

M.D:

Ju:

the VIDEA incident in 1995 where Prof Purgathofer's group sent half a
dozen nonsensical abstracts that were accepted without reviewing.

Since you mention his name, | am sure you have all the relevant details
abaut this.

There is also this interesting piece published by Nature News a few years
ago:

httpsfiwww .nature cominews/publishers-withdraw-more-than-120-
agibberish-papers-1.14763"

Are there opportunities of improvement in the peer review process?
(As a connected follow-up, should they not mention CGPs, ask if
they have changed the peer review process to better identify CGPs)

“Yes, we are using more and more automated tools to detect plagiarism.
Fake and plagiarized papers need to be fought with software tools.
Hurnan Reviewers are becoming more and more overworked due to the
proliferation of Papers, Conferences and Journals. Itis important to

use automation to separate the wheat from the shaff before asking
human reviewers to assess legit submissions. | believe that with the
current state of the arl, competent human reviewers should be able to
distinguish legit from CGP submissions, at least in Scientific Fields.”

If yes, what strategies do you recommend for improving the peer
review process?

“See above. | currently reject about 20% of all submitted papers
without sending them to reviewers for various reasons. The main one
being out-of-scope papers. Reviewer fatigue is a serious problem, that
can lead to bad papers being accepted.”

As an editor, do you work at all with Committee on Publication Ethics
(COPE)?

“Yes. | represent Elsevier multimedia publications in COPE
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Interview [Emailed) with Joaguim Jorge — Computers and Graphics Journal Elsevier

1/29/2019
MD: Malea Dunne {Researcher)
1.1 Joaguim Jorge (Editor)
74 M.D: If you were to find out that your journal published a CGP, what would
75 the retraction process be?
76
7du “This can possibly be the most embarrassing event to happen to an
78 Editor. The text would have to be retracted As Soon As Detected,
79 identifying the paper as a Fake Manuscript, with a Personal Note of
80 Apology from the Editor-in-Chief. Who would have to assume the blame
81 at a personal level.”
82
83 M.D: Is there anything else you wish to add regarding the issue of CGPs,
84 peer review, and publication ethics?
85
86 J.u “l see CGPs happening as a consequence of the pressure to publish. The
87 submission of large quantities of low-quality manuscripts is motivated
88 by a numbers-focused quantity-over-quality evaluation process for
89 untenured faculty. | see this in the context of a plethora of shady
a0 practices that include paper mills, predatory publishers and
91 revenue-oriented conferences. The root causes need to be addressed to
92 solve what is otherwise a very human problem. Until that happens |
93 could see further and more capable strains of text generators
94 appearing. Indeed there has been considerable research on
95 computer-generated novels and poetry. Look at the high-profile
96 retractions of manuscripts with fabricated results from Mature, Lancet
a7 and Science. Having a program to assist in Fabrication is just
98 another way to make the process easier.”
a9
1w Ju “21 Years ago, a paper with fabricated results was published in the
101 Lancet, a very prestigious Medical Journal:
102 hitps:/iwww.thelancet.comfjournalsflancet/article/PIIS0140-
103 6736(10)601T5-4/fulltext
104 This is the infamous paper that the VAXXER movement uses to claim that
105 Vaccines cause autism. The results, method and even ethics approval
106 were all fabricated.
107 The paper has since been retracted and its author lost all
108 credentials. yet, many thousands if not millions of people have died
109 because of credulous parents not vaccinating their children.
110 Fabricated papers detract from the virtues of science and should be
111 identified and retracted as bad science can kill millions of people.”



7.6. Appendix E.2: Anonymous Interview Transcription (Email) E1

L-E = L~ R = L

Pr [ R R I R i ~ T R T T
L&Eud’hm#mn—*l—*ﬂ-l&gwﬂﬂm#wn:h*ﬂ

ANOBYIADILS (Email) Intersiew 1

MD: Males Dunne [Resesancher)
El: Anonyrmous Interdiaw 1

MLD:

E1:

M.D:

E1:

M.D:

E1:

M.D:

E1:

M.D:

E1:

M.D:

E1:

Are you aware of Lomputer Generated Papers (CGP)?

“l don't know that mwcn”

If so, how did you bacome aware of CGP'T

| hawe heard this before®

Do you see an issuwe with CGP and journal publications?

“l don't think it is comman in scence and enginsenng pubbcatons”

If yes, what are the specific issues with CGP's and academic
journals?

“If it happens, it is a vary serious problarr
Are there opportunities of improvernent in the peer review process?
[As a connected follow-up, should they not mention CGPs, ask if

they have changed the peer review process to better identify CGPs)

“Mowadays there are software delectors for similarites o identfy
plagiarisrm. This process is improaving”

If yes, what strategies do you recommend for improving the peer
review process?

“Nat very specific”
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ANCEYTOUS (Email) Interiew 1

MD: Malea Dunne [Reseancdher)

El: Anonymous Interdiaw 1

M.D: As an editor, do you work at all with Committes on Publication Ethics
{ﬂﬂF‘Ej'?

E1: “Wes, we warn and punish cedain authors whose papears ang ideritifed
having plagiarcism’

M.D: If you were to find out that your journal published a CGP, what would

the retraction process ba?

E1: “We haven'l done thatl in the past, but | think we should pubish the
findings”
M.D: |5 there anything else you wish to add regarding the issue of CGPs,

peer review, and publication ethics?

E1: “Mot very specific”



7.7. Appendix E.3: Anonymous Interview Transcription (Email) E2
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ANONYRIOUS [Email) Intervies 2

MD: Malea Dunne [Researcher)

3

M.D:

EZ:

M.D:

M.D:

M.D:

M.D:

M.D:

M.D:

Anamymmous Interview £

Are you aware of Computer Generated Papers (CGP)?

“es”
If 3o, how did you become aware of CGP?

“A colleague told me about it many years agoe. He actually tricked me o
read one. It took me three paragraphs to nofice it was a fake paper.”

Do you see an issue with CGP and journal publications?

“Mot really for high quality publications. In fact, it is bitter for low-quality
joumazls and venues that they can be fooled this way. It shows that they
are not rigorous.”

If yes, what are the specific issues with CGP's and academic
journals?

“As long as the editors and the reviewers do diligenthy their work, it should
not be a problem.”

Are there opportunities of improvement in the peer review process?
(As a connected follow-up, should they not mention CGPs, ask if
they have changed the peer review process to better identify CGPs)

“There are always ways 1o improve. The reviewers need {0 read the paper
carefully, they need o be experis in the fizld, and they should use some
tools, such as iThenticate. | can also imagine some Al tool to quickly
discover if the paper has been automatically generated.”

If yes, what strategies do you recommend for improving the peer
review process?T

“See Number 5 [(Above)”

As an editor, do you work at all with Committee on Publication Ethics
(COPE)7

“¥'es | do”
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ANORYROUS [Email) Interviews 2

MD: alea Dunne (Researcher)
E2: Anorymous Interview 2

ML

ML

If you were to find out that your journal published a CGP, what would
the retraction process be’

“| thimk for our journal it is almosi impossible. VWe really read each paper
many imes. However, if this would happen, we would start a formal
imvestigation with the Ethic committee. If the result would be positive, we
wiould recommend actions. First, we would inform the authors and ask
them for a reaciion. If the reaction would be unsatisfactory, the joumal
would a) inform the authors about the final decision b) retract the paper
with a menfion that it was retracied, with full rames of the authors, their
affiliation, and the name of the paper c) depending if this was inteni or an
error, we would also inform the direct supenvisors of the authors about the
academic misconduct. d) The author could also receive a letter that they
are not welcome to publish in our jourmnal for certain period of ime (usually
3 vears)."

Is there anything else you wish to add regarding the issue of CGPs,
peer review, and publication ethics®?

“The CGF papers are not a problem. We have more serious problems with
double submissions where people submit io journals that do not know
about each ofher (their reviewers maybe different) and then wait for the
response. We had to follow the process mentioned in 8 several times
recently for such papers. Also, there are many papers that have an
imcremental contribution and it is difficult to distinguish if it aciually is self-
plagiar=sm or a new idea. These papers require a huge amount of work to

judge and it is very tricky.”

rd
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Appendix E.4: Interview Transcription David Grier

Interview with David Grier - Edivor with [EEE
2/11/2019
MD: Malea Dunpne [Researcher)
ks Diawiel Grrier | Editor)

1 M.D: | sturmbled onta the topic of CGP and became interested because no one

2 really knows much aboul it

3

4 DG I a gmall tight cemmunily of us everybody knows aboul il and worries

5 aboutl il Bul no ene really lalks lo us aboaul il IU's something of a cancem

6 it's baen a concern on and off for probably beenty years in the interests

7 wou hawve in the lopic. You sturnblad inte me and that means you stumbiled

B ina a persen who has a long higlory in lechnical publication and knows a

9 bunch. So, I'm net your typical editor and Computer is rol your typical
10 journal. So, with that, where would you like to begin?
11
12 M.D: So, you already said you are aware of CGP, so I'd like to ask more of, how
13 did you become aware of these papers?
14
15 D.G: Thara was a pariod, roughly around 2007 throwgh 2011, 2012, 2013
16 something like that, when plagiarism and mechanical plagiarism became
17 an issue that we were aware of in particular two things, the WE, being
18 IEEE. we publish about 200 scholarly journals and | was at that point
19 responsible for the computer journals.
20
21 D.G: Wa had one [CGP] published, not in a magazing but in a perodical of a
2z conference proceedings. 11 was highly embarrassing for us. And | don’l
23 remamber he exacl delails of this, bul it would usually be a conferance
24 that would consider Hself 1o have a fairly strong reputation that was public,
25 It [CGP] somenow gol on the front page and somecne leverad it against
26 us. And that was marked at the same time and these o things in our
27 minds cannot be separated. Betwean 2007 and 2013 the number of
28 plagiarism cases going completicen, final judgement, it was roughly a faclor
29 af 10. So, lels say 10 ta 250,
30
31 M.D: Wow, okay.
iz
i DG Yeah. And several things were driving it The first was first primarily China
34 and India. China rapidly expanding its educalion and India's educational
35 industry putling more pressura on Indian professors Lo improve the gualily
36 af their wark and similar pressure being breught to bear an mid-tier and
37 lower tier engineering schoels in the United States. Montana Stale is 2
i morel school and amonyg the marel schools e ranked like number four.
39 And amongst engineering schools as a whole ils ranked top 50 or so. Bul
40 those schoals are fine and facully are fing. IU's the ones at smaller schools
41 that aften don’t have the background to do it and yet they are having
42z pressure pul on them to follow thase standards.

43
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2/11/2019

MD: Malea Dunne [Researcher)
[k David Grier [ Editor)

D.G:

D.G:

D.G:

M.D:
D.G:

D.G:
M.D:

D.G:

Okay.

When il becomas your job, in the whole case of plagiarism, um, that's
what you do. You cut comers and in particular all of these groups
generally lacked the full skill to write a paper, as | saw il at the time. It's a
huge problem in China and Chinese education. They simply don't know
how o do it. India is a similar problem because no matter whal you argue,
English is the language unifies India. It's nol necessarily the first language
in India and how you structure an English language paper in India, | mean
they don't always understand. It's the same thing as dealing with less
educaled enginears at marginal schools.

Okay.

The mechanical faked papers came oul of a program, Lhis is how |
understand i, but oul of the arlificial intelligence lab at MIT.

Yas, thatl is correct.

A student did this as a project | believe, and you would feed it three
papers and it would make up stuff cut of it. And it was largely done as a
prank. Compuler science has a long |gng. engineering does and s0 does
MIT, of projects and pranks all wrapped up. They are technically
challenping and they engage sludents because of the nature and il
attracts them and they run off and just do it and once you take it out, it's
tough to put it Back in. And people saw the opporlunity to mock and make
fun of people. I'm sure there is still a program of it out there you could find.

| think | have feund semewhal of what the program is.
Where did you find it? | am just curicus.

Qb | am not sura. | will have to look back at my neles and then lel you
Know,

The first place | wauld look, are yvou familiar with Gathub?

| feel lixe | have come across he site. I nol, | will loak into it

Okay. Geathub is the big repasitory of people soltware projects. s huge
and has millions of programs you can download or modify. And a lot of

them are big programs. A lot are just things that people want 1o show off.
And | will give you a quote right now that I'm not sure if | want my name
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Interview with David Grier - Edivar with [EEE

MD: Malea Dunne [Researcher]
[} David Grier [Editor]

D.G:

D.G:

D.G:

associated with bul in engineering education there's a lol of it that re
enforees habils and ideas thal we associale wilth adalescents, um, thare is
a cerain kind of superficial bonding over lechnology and leam building
nature bacause iLis inits ewn kind of bubble in the outside woerld nol
understanding what it is. Il emphasizes play and limits this sort of sense of
lparning responsibility for a biager group of people and | think thal aspecl
of engineering education which I'm nol the gnly person o ensure identify it
is one of the challenges with problems like this thal the technical
challenges could appeals o _them, vou could see where it would drive
lachnical skill foraard, bul thare is a lack of clear thaughl aboul what tha
ramificalions miahl be and whal vou are deing.

Okay.

And | mean scientific research as a whaole has this although a ot of
scienlific research is so distant frem things thal impact you and j. um, you
don't see il. Engineering particularly compuler engineering can and does.
Are you Tamiliar with um, Gullpves Travels?

Um, | believe so.

Urn, chapler 3, the book on the research community. If you haven'l read it
you should. They descrbe a good research community. The réssanch is
ald bul explains itwell. The reseanrch remarks it as having na
respansibility.

Okay, | will look into that research community.

The tools are so interesting for exploring lechnology that they forgel that
other peaple wont understand. | think these are the two very different
aspects of plagiarism that when people try to preserve their job and when
people are exploring speech synthesis, which is a challenging problem
and happens a lot in computer science. To the extent, this is an
overstatement, bul a whole series of basic ideas of linguistics and
language works comaes from the early 19505 and were financed from
being in part of computer systems and at some level there's an aspect of
linguists and the study of language that is completely dominated because
that's what is the audience. And ils problems that graduates need 1o know
and need o understand how language works and it's a growing problem.

Before | forget, earlier you mentioned aboul a specific quole being
angnymous. Would you like me bo lake your name off that guote?
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That well you know, a whole bunch of people have said thal with the
research, and | don't wanl lo come across as accusing anyane. | want o
gay hat yes, this is an issue thal many pecple have review and
commented upen and that there is a challenge in the technical communily
with large, especially with graduates students communily and people who
are young of learning out of adolescents o full adull hood even though
they are like 28 years obd. IU's a step of coming of age that is going to
technical communication. | am net the enly one who has said this. | guess
what | am saying is | don't want to come acroes as the anly guy who has
zaid this. It is a common challenge of some of the work | do right now, ils
most interesting, how do you take 20 semethings in a technical world and
turn them inte leaders. And sense lechnelogy changes so fast by the time
they are 40 they are going o become a technical wizard or ey wan't
pass the bar. And for most people iU's the latter.

Okay, perfect. | jusl wanled o make sure, 5o | didn'l lose track of

Thank you for asking.

Sn you kind of touched on it, bul the next question do you see an issue
with the CGP typing inlo publication?

Um, in the engineering community the answer is largely ne. but in the
world of the humanilies crowd has a different problem. | suggest finding an
individual with hurmanities o ask about their problems. Um, in engineering
and the scientific world as well, the biggest issue is ya know, the ability to
replicate resulls. And the reward structure of scentific research doesn't
really reward you for saying I took someone else’s experiment and
duplicated it exaclly and | was right they were wrong”. Bul, um, people do
generally all the ime take somesne else's paper and say, “ah | can use
this idea for this, and | can adapt it for my needs.” And for many people
particularly young pecphe building their career that's a very commaon
theme. You take somesne else's experimental setting and their toals, and
you say let me apply this here. And if those tools don'l work or don'l make
sense um then there's an obvious short force o check from and that

checking happens a loL When | was managing Computer Journal there
would pecple flagging sluff =aying, "l don't think this is real”. The firsl slep
vou lake i usually o go to the author and say “what's going on?” and then
if that didn't work then you'd say thal this person seems oo advanced.
And | believe thatl happened two or three Imes. Compared to the olher
urn, forms of plagiarism it was a drop in the buckel. In paricular there was
ane papear that | gol that | had e deal with thatl was a litle more theoratical
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when reading il you could notice guickly identify the papers that the
program had used o build it and they had been chosen to be so disparate
that this isn't real work and you rejecled it and you then heard nothing
back. From the poirt of view from the IEEE the big problem is the waste of
time.

Okay.

Computer right now is a fairly big jourral right now. We have a staff of
roughly 20 associate editors all of them are currently 1-3 papers in the
review process. And if something proves Lo be completely false then you
are wasling their time and the reviewers gel a litflle pissed. The associate
edilors don'l like thal, the theughl they have wasted their time. Thatl's the
real drawback, sorl of keeping your editerial stafl focused an whal they are
doing.

Okay, okay. You said no for thal answer, bul do you see any specific
issues thal tie in with academic journals?

I academic journals? What do you mean exacily?

Um, some of the papers that | have fourd and articles thal | have read
kind of tied in where they have feund CGP in specilic academic journals,
like Mature and Springer. | guess doesn't have 1o be academic, bul do you
Sa8 an ssua’?

I IEEE are about 50 50 academic publication. | mean academic is a little
more different in that the practitioner when there sn’t the kind of check in
building that an idea thal the engineering community has. Al some lavel
the humanities and social sclences that they have been building
intellectual frameworks that involve some faily rare ideas. And somelimes
these ideas are really able to gel at the heart of the problem to understand
it and strip away the problems that make it difficult to grasp and help this
advanced knowledge. And when you have got CGP in effect are, and ils
veary difficult to sort out sometimes who is showing off and just using big
concepts and not really getting anywhere. And who is gelting thal really
fundamental idea? And in parlicular because new professors and young
processors in their firsl seven years of work are often trying to wrile
papers to understand the lools and be able o apply them and when you
have gol people al work think there are papers that are meaningless and
they are there salaly 1o mock you are disrupling he process and you are
making people question work that is in fact honestly done, bul may nol be
particularly comprehensible.

o
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Okay.

Ya know wihen you are mastering sorl of a difficull mere philescphically
based, like are you familiar with the writings from Efuks?

| don't baleve thal | am.

disacplentad birth of the clinic, (COMNFLISED WITH THE MIX UF). He is a
philosopher, heg been dead for aboul 20 years, shoot | mean Bruno
Lateur, he wrole Opening Pandora's Box, and it was a book thal caimed
that the model of how science is done i kind of like a ladder. You go up
the ladder and the ladder represents steps of abstraction and at each
slage of the ladder you can work within the framework you understand but
then you kind of lake a step, a little bit of a leap of faith apparently it's a
map of taking ideas and compressing them inlo a fixed set of categories
and he gives an example of suppose you are studying soil dynamics and
vou go out and collect a bunch of soil and you have red soil, black soil or
oIl with bugs in i, and that's fine. Bul then you invent a set of catlegories
thal say these are different classes of soil and you go al il and say this is
type a, yoe b, type o when you have categorized il you are in fact
abstracting ideas and in effect making a leap of faith that you have in fact
captured all the stull you have needed 1o caplured.

Okay.

Yau go there and its step by step by step and al each step there is a jump.
The humanist have groamed.on this for loaking at both history and at
certain kinds of language in novels and these ideas are not easy to
understand and some of the applications in literature are lough to grasp
whal they are getling at and there are some valid insighls il can give you,
but you have to work oul some problems to understand how the lools
work and how the tools operate and how you can apply them. And if you
gol a paper genarator and you have a Latour paper as one of ils bases
you are disrupting people who are trying to be honest scholars.

Okay.

And so, | would do less acadernic, most of the stulf we publish in IEEE is
enginaering professars rying 1o do good work. Bulin places were
replication is possible, is engineering and science, or near replication thal
vou do samelhing clogse enough. You do experiment A and | de
experiment B, bul B isn'l working, then you golla go back and look at
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experimenl A and say am | doing il wrong or did you fake it? Whereas in
humanities and social sciences thal's nol necessarily the case. You can
crilique someone's work, bul you can't quite duplicate it and you aran'l
reaching places where you ask did you do it? And that's where the
prablem really lies and where the real damage is done.

Okay.

And you can speak with humanists and scienlists to critique me. As | said,
the raw plagiarism is a much bigger deal.

Okay, perfect. Do you think there are opporlunities o improve the peer
review process? In your opinion.

Oh yeah, there is. I kind of goes from subject 1o subjecl. Ya know peer
review used 1o be done al some level with a group of people sitting around
a table passing notes and talking aboul whal their students have done.
And there was nothing. At this point it is spread so widely, they really do
ne training or very limited training on it And how you would bring
reviewers on and sorl of train them ard get them 1o undersland Lhe
process and think about things and whal they should look for would be a
good training method. How you gel people trained and how you get them
o accept them and get common standards, thatl would be hand. | think
some of the professional societies could do L | think IEEE and Computing
IZM enuld do it. But one of the challenges again getting the referees to do
it and getting them o feel there is a sense of accomplishments there,
Hal’s the lough it

Okay, okay.

| eould easily see a seminar thal would beach al conferences to be a
refarea that this is what you do. That right now this is what you do but they
have the professional socielies like IEEE and ICM and things like thal
deing it. Bul you have private publishers loo, Lhe big one is Elsavier, lhe
kind of people that work for them are the same sorls Lthat work for the
professional societies. Don'l always complelely overlap, the overlap is
substantial bul is far over 50% and far less. There incenbives are making
meney an publications, where professionals that inventive fell off the table
vears ago. Um, and it's nol chear haw miuch ey would buy inle supporting
that. Um, the groups that could really force that, like the National Science
Foundation, rght now thay have really no interest in deing thal. It's nol the
kind of thing they feel is in their purview.



oz
03
04
305
i0a
07
308
09
310
311
i1z
313
314
315
LR R
317
ERE:
19
2o
izl
322
323
324
325
324
327
28
329
330
inl
33z
333
334
335
336
337
338
339
340
41
342
343
344

63

Interview with David Grier - Edivar with [EEE

2/11/2019

MD: Malea Dunne (Researcher]
G Diawidd Grrier [ Editor)

M.D:
D.G:

D.G:

D.G:

D.G:

Okay.
A different administration might change that, but we will see.

Okay, and you kind of kil on il, but would you suggest any strategies on
the improvemenls?

Um, | mean the strategy on how o get the incentive for this s having one
journal or a set of journals where you viewed them as having a greater
slatus than others and in particular if you ook a lop bit journal and said
okay we are only going ko have only lrained referees and you worked up
and buill ever a small slaffl and said this is what you'd gel its parl of
building that of a premier product that if you went through that and your
article was refereed we would Know the qualily of it and the author would
get high guality of thatl comments back and the work would improve
substantially and be able to build a community that this is imporlant, this is
good. And gel people lo star flowing into that and duplicating it Much of
the direction has been kind of the other way. | don'l wish 1o do a complete
dump en it, bul open access. The inital __ (CANT UNDERSTAND) is
quite interesting. 31:29 bul kind of after open access gol started and it
sellled into ils current model um, s nol clear that people take the work
thera as seriously from a professional society or privalely published
journals or that b5 as well done. The refereeing process is done now their
websites claim olherwise.my experence is thatl they are looking al things
optimistically and there are carlainly some of the smaller regicnal open
access journals hat are barely refereeing anything.

Okay.

The big ones are gkayish the smaller ones are nol. So, | don't see a push,
I'wishi | did but | don't sea il ight now.

S you would kind of suggest the incenlive roule then for these edilors?

Yes. | think there's golla be some sort of incentive. You can't require it,
urn, ¥a know and, one of the issues we are facing is in the united states
there are aboul 3000 colleges and universities, Um, and it used to be,
about a generation ago that the facully that are invelved in these colleges
had much more imiled publicalions on them hen they do now, than
somecne does at Montana Tech or Moenlana State would be expecled o
wrile a paper or bwo to gel tenure over a 7 year period and they would be
expected lo continue 1o wrile papers at that king of pace for the rest of
their career o they might end up having 10-12 papers hat would be Lo
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heir name and would mark their career. That is no longer the case.
Graduate students coming out are expected o have used lo be 1-2

papers now it's about 5-B. You are expecied lo turmoul as a new professor
in the engineering world or scientific world a paper or two a year. If you

are running a research lab, ya know more of a senior professor, you would
like to see B-10 come out of your lab a year. And that is obscene in the
number of pages in journals that have expanded. When | first got involved
in the IEEE, we had maybe 22 journals and when | bacame Vice President
of publicalions 15 years laler we have gotlen up to 34 that is a substantial
increase in the amount of pages available in publication and then you get

the minor pjournals and the olher things out there, thene is a ol mong space
oul there. And there is a lol more demand to fill it

Okay.

Ya know the median number of downloads in IEEE journals last | checked,
50% above and 50% below its like .9 that most of the journal articles were
never downloaded. Now that's not the same thing as ciled or aware of
them. Bul that what yvou locked up for like the 207 percentile was like 4 or
B or something small. That as a worker who read literature these papers
are nol imperanl. To pul thal posiively i becomes part of effective
training and validating that professors are expecled 1o engage Uneir hold
every year, expected o solve problems in their field every year and they
are expected to have those problems verified by their peers. And thal is a
good thing, that is fine. Arnd that is nol the same thing as producing papers
thal should be widely disseminated and educated the field at large. And
we may al some point want to distinguish between those two aclivities.
And have one mechanism sel up for just iying Lo Keep Lhair carears
validated and another when you are with the field at large. Because | think
righl mew ane af the thirgs Ral is true aboul the papers | deal with, most
of the people that are important, who can use your researnch, can use your
paper before the refereeing process is over. There are people to send it ko
plus the referes and then you are done,

Okay. Have you deall al all with COPE? Commillee on Publication Ethics?

| don't think so. "Looked up COPE during inlarview™ The NSF had a
commiltee and let me see how 1his is related o il | have met some of the
individuals on the team. The answer i no. | think | have been mong awane
af it than | apparently knew. This is the kind of organizalion you see in
professional socielies or a group of them banned tagether. IUs he Kind of
thing that could ban logether o do some work on praoblems such as this.
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"while researching in interview” Interesting, they have been running
plagiarism seminars in Beijing.

Okay. AL IEEE, is there a retraction process and what is the retraction
process?

Yas. There is basically a plagiarism commitlee and there is a process thal
| 'was invalved in refining when it moved (fom 25-250 15 this incradibly
messy spreadsheel, because engineers love spread sheels. And it more
or less explains i but you have got to remember the audience and if you
go lo the IEEE you will find regular papers that have been removed and
there is a banner thal says "Paper has been removed” and is intellectual
propery. And that's used a lot mare than we would have liked. When |
was inwnlved we were dealing with 250 cases a year. My understanding is
at some level the growth has stopped, but its still a really large numbaer of
cases.

Okay.

and | have done a cerlain amount of training with people that basically say
remember you can be yelled at for having too much quoted text and
having too many footnotes but you cant be banned from publication.
Whereas if you don’t have enough foctnotes and you copy foolnoles you
could be banned from publication o footnote everything! And there is a
truth in the matter if pecple who are struggling 1o write papers and they
copy text and say “im. deing an experiment like this® and copy paragraph
after paragraph all in guotes and with footnotes people will say “you
shouldn’t do that” but you wont get banned.

Okay.
You are nol being illegal you are just not being a very good writer.

S does anything specifically happen 1o that editor or that writer if a paper
is retracted?

Yes. You are banned from publicaticn. You could be banned for a year or
vou could be banned for up lo 10 vears. Sometimes universilies will go
after the professor for intellectual misconduct. Where the dean called me
and we sal down and wenlt through the papers and it was clearly a
disciplinary hearing aboul the facully member and | did nol probe 166
deeply because it was nol my business but | got enaugh to know mong
commanly and let him know the contract will expire and told him “you will
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never gel this contract back”. | wenl through this once when | was the
dean, there was ene parson who cdaimed they had done a cerain amount
of intellectual work, Those claims proved 1o be false and we talked it
through and we said “you've got 18 menths and you can finish your
contract and thal is it™.

Okay, interasting

And when you are dealing wilh large human organizations that often the
safest thing to do that it reduces the least shock that everybody realizes
whal is happening. Because once you go ¢n a removal, once you are on
their fire for cause, lawyers can get involved quickly and can consume a
lot of marey and a kol of time.

Okay.

And rather than say “we don'l have ground to renew” that's often much
easier. And its much sasier on the whole organization. Because when you
are firing someone facully lakes sides, there are often deposilions,
avaryone knows that often there is a leader that is making that decision
and their judgement is questioned and have o pull out of the derision
making process lempaorarily to make sorl of the organization going. It can
be incradibly disruptive.

Okay. And the last question, is there anything that you would like to add to
this interview regarding CGP, peer review or publication ethics? Anything
wou find impoerant or hat you think would haelp me oul?

Well, | think I've given you tha key inside that | claim 1o have, which is
there is a difference which sort of sums up the difference with computer
science and enginearing on one side and humanilies and social scences
on one side. Um, the other bit that's involved in it thal goes back to an
earlier sel of comments, is how deeply this work is tied up in bolh prestige
and in income and those bwo things are nol the same, but they are often
ted up in il And whal people will do 1o keep their position and te build
their sense of identity and authorly and prestige on a fault basis. |5 not
the biggest fan of academic novels, bul thera s an author | liked a kol but |
thinik he is dead and gone, named David Ledge in the 908 and he wrote a
bunch of things about an English professor who's goal it was to be the
highest paid English professor in the UK. And it went through and really
=ort of hened a way at people for who being perceived as importanl was
mera important than daing good wark. And Lthal's a problem and ils not
really a preblem of anything other than morlal existernce thal there are
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pecple wha's ideas aboul themselvas and how they should be able Lo
demand allenlion is misguided.

M.D: Cikay.

D.G: Will we be able to solve this? Maybe when we stop having pecple who
have the wrong set of goals.

M.D: The last thing | would like to bring up. In one of your emails you mentioned
a scanning tool to detect these papers?

D.G: Yeah, we now have a scanning ool that gees on 1o find these. You will
nead o contact Bill Hagen who will be able to give you more information
an it What it is for us is several software lools that are combined and
merged into managed systems and every paper thal comes is scanned for
a variely of things and against some other libraries and | believe the
current version of it picks off the bibliography and scans against thal

M.D: Okay, perect. Thank yvou very much for speaking with me and giving me
thig infarmation!

i
[N ]
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How would you like 1o proceed with Lhe interview? | ean just ask you each
of the questions if thal is easier ta flow with the interview?

That would be perfect Malea.
| can just read off each of the questions if that makes it easier for you?
That would be the easiest, Malea. Go ahead.

Sa the first question, which you basically answered in your previcus amail,
but are you aware of CGPsY

Yes, | am aware of compiiter genecaled papers.

More, how did you become aware of these papers?

AR okay maybe | should explain a lithe more of my role was and is at the
memeant. Sa | work for Springer and Nature and belore the merger with
Mature we were just Springer Science and Media. And ub for that
company | was working as a direclor of research integrity and publishing
services, meaning that | was heading up a small leam deing various things
and one of them was um handling complaints and issues in regard o al
e tirme it was called Publication Ethics it wasn'l necessarily called
Research Integrity, just publication ethics. Um, so because | handle the
complaints and questions from colleagues aboul policies like how to deal
with plagiarism and these kinds of things. We had our public email where
pecple could submil guestions and complaints and indeed, | got a
message from a scientist saying ya know “| would like 1o warn you
because there was a couple of papers thal were apparenily very fake.”
And 50 | thanked him and then | ook some lime to ook inlo thal and when
| looked into those papers, which were actually published by the company
| saw that they were rubbish, nol real scientific papers and that has
riggered the whaole process inlo an investigation. And this was all in the
computer science discipline. Sa | worked with the employees in the
computer sciences and um, yeah Sgigen, compuler science papers. And
tnat is how | found out about it when | slarted dealing with these papers.

Okay, interesting. O of the top of your head, how many of these papers
have you come across? [ you had to guess a number?

Urn, well this was already a couple years ago. | can'l recall how many
papar we actually did retract. Because it was anather publishing company,
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IEEE, they had 1o retract gquile a few papers | think we had about if I'm not
mistaken 20 papers. Let me ook quick.

Okay.
It was 18 papers. And IEEE had more than 100 papers.
Yeah, thal is crazy.

Yes, yes. And if you wonder how thal happened, um we are talking 2014 if
| remember correctly. Ya know it was the time thal pecple weren'l really
aware of these kinds of things maybe a few were bul not within the
publishing company and a lol of um, signs based on trust and papers are
being submitted for publication and of course peer review and ele. um,
ard in this case peer review was not handled by us as a publisher bul we
trustled to conference organizations who lake care of peer review and |
think this is oo much trust pul in olhers and il alse has to do with a ol of
pressure amongst office and while researchers and scientists publish
papers and 5o wa saw thal a lol of peaple from parboular parts of the
world use his paper generator Lo have papers published so they have
records for themsalves.

Okay. So do you see kind of an issue of how CGPs are being published or
an issue with CGP being ted in with journal publication?

U, well it's both proceedings and journal articles. | mean hese are
proceadings. Yeah, computer science proceedings after that what
happened, we really started looking inte conferences, which conferences
are presenting with these papers because you may nolice there ane a kot
of predatory conferences out there and a lot of predatory journals cut
there and it's their rele lo lure aulthors into publishing with them authors
have to pay for it uh, and office mistakenly submit papers (o these ype of
conference organizations gle ete. We have learned a lol from that and
colleagues in compuler science have really very much strenglhened the
process around publication of these proceedings’ papers. We also
develop kind of an algerthm that is kind of 56 being used 1o see if we can
spol these papers. | think this was a ane time off 1o be honesl. | realize
there are much more paper generators like Malhoen and PhisGen there
cannol be any guarantess on cases specifically for joumals whena you
have or should have a peer review process in place. Ya know by looking
at the paper and reading it you should get an idea if this is a hoax paper or
a fake paper gle ete. Um, | think we should realize thal algenthms are
becoming much betler and although | am personally thinking that still you

3
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T.W:

T.W:

can find out about some papers thal are machine generated because
there is something in the papers that are not matching up. But when you
read them you aclually see or notice that there is something wrong wilh.
But again, there i a lot of trust in humans to spol these kinds of things
ard with | don't know how many submissions we get on a daily basis for a
wide variety of journals it all rests on the shoulders of cur editors of these
jeurnals and the reviewers. Thal was one of your intentions right, to talk to
and find out how you deal with it and how do you find ocut abaut it?

Yas,

Quite recantly | was informed or alerled | should say, o a paper thatl was
rejected by an editor in chief for being complately globlygook and | looked
into the paper and indeed it was, it looked very much like it was a machine
generated article and | put it in ithenticate, | think you probably know about
lthenticate or Turnitin and you know there are lols of snippets of text from
text fram Wikipedia. Again, this is from a different part of the world where
pressure is high, the question s of course why dothey de il | think on our
end by using ithenticate "unclear whial = being said after” or editors being
more vigikant and aware of (hese things it will, | den’l think it can ever uh
get rid of it. Because like | said, there's stll guite a bit of trust with editors
into the whole process of papers being submilted by ammos authars, My
rele now a days is to provide training to our own colleagues in the
company bul also external 1o make people aware of what can actually
happen. And every time | leam that people are surprised o be aware of
these things, not everyone, therg are lols of editors in chief that are
aclually aware of it because they see olher things, they see what
researchers can do o delay process or manipulate in whatever way 1o get
a paper published. But if you realize there are particular disciplines where
none af this has happened before you can imagine these editors have no
clue what to look for. They might get a paper they might enly look at the
title and think “ofh this is interesting” and send it off to peer review and
peer review might say “ya know this just isn'l a good paper” ar “this is
complete nonsense. 5o fac | must admit like | said we only have a very
limited instances in thase retractions we did in 2014 and yveah.

Okay. | like the wording you use wilh calling compuler generated papers
“rubbish” and “globlygook”. Some of the articles | have read call compuler
generaled papers thal, bul | haven't heard someone actually call them
that. So that is very interesting 1o hear. | like that.

Well | have dealt with that first hand. &nd they really don't make any
sgnce. Bul yeah, il has hanpened and we have chosen from whal
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129 happened in 2014 and we have lo learn from that and have lo make
130 athers awara thal this could happan.
131
132 M.D: Okay. With the peer review process do you think there are opportunities
133 for improvement with the peer review process or whal Kind of peer review
134 process ane you aware of or use?
135
136 TW: Well we have various madels of peer review. Accenlually it really means
137 that any papers being reviewed by 2 reviewers that's the best praclices
138 arrd of course you have single lined and double lined and opened review
139 ard lransparent peer review. Bul il actually boils down o we experts
140 reading it or reéviewing it and coming back with comments. Um, | think
141 thal's still the best way of making sure that what gels reviewed or
142 published has some degree of screening. In my view when such a paper
143 dees, when an edilor in chief has nol seen a nonsense paper and stil
144 sends it off to peer review it would assume thal peer reviewers would
145 definitely aler the editor in chief 1o the fact that this is not in fact a good
146 encugh paper. Thal has not come lo my altenlion, it could be that this has
147 happened, bul we are a large company and of course editers in chiel have
148 their own responsibilities. They can use Lheir own editorial discretions so if
149 they essentially rejecl a paper because ils nonsense it doesn'l mean that
150 we are always aware of thal. So its part of the editorial responsibilities so
151 o say. L could be thal an edilar in chief mighl flag it to their person who
152 might flag it to me, ya know we have found aboul this that this is a
153 nensense paper and make aware of thal, because within the company we
154 have particular ways of ya know, various databases where we can check if
155 an offer has been more active on that level or nob. So far we have not
156 come acrees thal, o | think thal the first line of defense would be the
157 editor in chief and then the next slep would be the reviewers. So they
158 hawe an important role in essentially really reviewing the paper and has
159 scientific merits Lo get published and accepl it or revise before getling
160 accepted.
161
162 M.D: Do you think there could be room for improvement in this process?
1583
164 T.W: Mo, assentially | think iis good enough. There are other ways but | think
165 that this line of defense maybe something else that could be, bul ils
166 something thatl we are already doing is thal papers are being screened for
167 plagiarism and all kinds of other things via iThenticate being done for a lot
168 of other journals. Bul alsn there we have not found any instances of
169 maching generaled papers or NONSENSE papers.

170
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Okay. A litle change in the track, bul have you worked at all with COPE?
The Committee on Publication Ethics?

Absolutely. Achially | am one of the contact persons for the company.

Oh greal! Could you tell me a liltle more aboul COPE and working with
COPE?

Yes, 50 we register or mosl publishers register journals with COPE s 1o
make everyone aware thal we take research integrity o publicalion ethics
very seriously, o thal's one step. So they take care of making sure these
journals are registered with them and are available in their database so
everyone can see which journals have been registered and essentially
means thal all our journals follow the COPE guidelines and as a company
our own policies are very much towards the COPE guidelings, or the Code
of Practice | should say and flow charts. | think they have really good
discussions on lots of different topics as publishers we are very much
invalved and every publisher has particular topics that they work with
COPE and so in the past the colleagues by the * cant understand * imprint
they have worked with COPE on Techs recycling guidelines | think last
wear we as a company worked with COPE on flow charts on guidelines an
manipulation ¢n the submission process. There's currently a survey out
thalt COPE is doing o get the * cant understand® so every publisher more
or less works with COPE on particular topics. | think we cannat go around
COPE, | know some of the society publishes aclually have thair own
guidelines. They're probably a litlle more stricher on their poelicies or
inslructions | should say. And that means that it is somelimes said that
whenever you have a complaint COPE is not really the one saying ya
know 1o be a police officer or saying yes or no, they essentially ook at
whether the processes have been followed. In their positions il s probably
also the best thing they can do. They are essentlially nol the palice and the
publisher & like a police officer or a judge. We have o follow due process
or diligence to find outl if something needs to be retracted or nab. | think the
whole focus of COPE is really making sure that research literature is ya,
know that there is integrity into what is being published.

Okay. Thal's an inleresting procass.
Yeah. | think in the US COPE & not, | think everybody is probably aware

of COPE but | am also aware of people wanling to slart their awn COPE in
the US. Yes.

Hi |
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213 M.D: Okay. Um, you kind of talked a litbe sardier aboul the retraclion process,
214 bul could you Lalk a little more aboul whal exaclly he relraction process is
215 or whal il was with finding a CGPY
216
217 TW: Yeah. S0 cnce, | mean it is quile easy to establish thal these papers were
Z1B fake or nonsense one of the guidelines of COPE is 1o reach oul lo the
219 office to find oul more aboutl why did they da it and ete. and of course in
220 these instances you gel very limited responses or no responses at all.
221 Most people are embarrassed or ashamed. | think only a few apologized.
22z So essenlially when we have enough reason o move forwand wilh
223 redractinn we then retract these papers and we publish a note saying that
224 this paper has been retracled for whalever reason. In this case, | actually
225 have to think really hard since it has been a few years ago now. Bul now a
226 days we should publish a note saying why that article has been retracted. |
227 thimk in those inslances we did nol, but | would have lo check e be Sure.
2ZB But a normal retraction procedure i when you retract a paper that you
229 clearly publish the reasen for retraction. |t could be for plagiarism, it could
230 be for data fabrication or missing informed consent or they had no ethical
231 approval —_theen kinds of reasons for all kinds of reasons 10 do retractions
23z where the resulls cannot be relied upon any longer. So that would be the
233 normal retraclion process.
234
235 M.D: Okay. The last guestion that | have, is there anything that you haven'
236 touched on or would like to el me aboul CGP or the peer review process
23T or even the ethics you think would be Relpful for ma?
23B
239 T.W: Wall, thal depends a bil what your goal is. Because that is something. You
240 are doing this for your thesis research correct?
241
242 M.D: Yes, for my masters thesis. I'm lcoking at the peer review process, kind of
243 where it is lacking in cerain areas.
244
245 T.W: The peer review process will definitely filter out these papers. | think in the
245 time of 2014 there was too much frusl in having the peer review process
247 handled by cthers. This has led to this problem, thankfully for us only 18
248 papers and nol 2100 papars like IEEE. But it could have happenead o us
249 oo, But | think you also nead Lo make a distinction between proceedings
250 that are published as books and nonsense aricles and journals. | mean
251 relractions we did for SClgen generated papers were proceedings in
Z5Z books. And we have nol retracted any papers in journals being nonsense.
253 | thirk that is something you need lo be aware of in your thesis. Because
254 journals have this very clear peer review process, essentially proceadings

255 do but those are nol handled by an editor in chief, those are usually
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T.W:

T.W:

handled by a program chair or a conference chair. So that's the main
difference batween these two silualions. So | think for the journals the
peer raview process is pretty good. Bulis can always be better because
not related to fake papers, peer reviewers s very difficult for them o find
oul aboul data fabrication. This = really rgally hard 1o find out aboul.
Somelimes even plagiarem i difficult, they get a paper for review, aither
they have read the text themselves and think “ah | know the author” or
otherwise we rely on software like iThenticate o alert potential plagiarism.
So essenbally for journals we have nol found inslances of nonsense
papers excepl for the one that was already rejected and also alerted to it
Maybe this s interesting for your files in the office, they have submitted
anolher paper similar 1o the one thal was rejected, bul thal ane was
already rejected as well. It makes me think the peer review process works
ard editors do find out aboul these nonsense papers.

Okay, great.

| just weanl to ask. Is your goal 1o find oul where the peer review process
Gould or should be changed or is it more to learn aboul how aware edilors
are because you would have more interviews with editors if they are
awrare of it?

Honestly, kind of both. 've spoken wilh a couple editors already some are
aware and aclually there are some thal are unaware of the CGPs ar lhey
haven't come across any. Sa its kind of inleresting to get each editors
views on e topic. Sa its interesting the results | am gelling back on this
lopic.

| think as | mentoned some editors in specific disciplines such as
compuler science, are much more aware of these kinds of things and
when you go to editors in social sciences they will think “uh what?”. Sa
veah depending on disciplines | think you are right. Some are more aware
than others. And if | can give you a tip, this is really on fake papers. Bul
vou could exlend your research into the issue of fake conferences or fake
journals. They are in a way connected it all has to do with making money.
Authors have a lot to gain. If they publish in a predatory journal they gain
jusl a paper published. s all conmected to the "make baelieve”.

Okay, greal. Thank you very much for agreeing o speak with me and
giving me information lo add to my maslars thesis.
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7.10. Appendix F: Thematic Analysis Coding

Thematic Analysis Themes & Coding

1. Awareness
o Prior knowledge on the CGP problem? before interviews
2. Becoming Aware
o How the editor became aware of CGP problem
3. Issue
o Are there any issues with the CGP topic?
4. Improvement Opportunities (Yes or No)
o How can the CGP problem be improved
5. Line of Defense
o The step-by-step process of peer review
6. Rejection Rate
o How many papers have been rejected & why
7. COPE
o Topic of Committee on Publication Ethics. Knowledge and/or involvement
of COPE
8. Retraction of Papers
o Removal of published papers & aftermath of removal
9. Publication Ethics
o Ethical issues regarding publication in journals
10. Pressure to Publish
o Authors and faculty members being pressured to publish academically
11. Scanning Tool
o Tools developed to detect CGP
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Awareness

‘I don’t know that much” (E1, 2019)

“Yes” (E2, 2019)

“Yes” (JJ, 2019)

“In a small tight community of us, everybody knows about it [CGP] and worries
about it. But no one really talks to us about it. It's something of a concern been a
concern on and off for probably twenty years in the interests you have in this
topic” (DG, 2019)

“Yes, | am aware of Computer Generated Papers” (TW, 2019)

Becoming Aware

“I have heard this before” (E1, 2019)

“A colleague told me about it many years ago. He actually tricked me to read
one. It took me three paragraphs to notice it was a fake paper” (E2, 2019)

‘I became aware of these through the infamous SCigen MIT Paper generator
that was used to produce a paper accepted at a conference (SCI) without a peer
review system” (JJ, 2019)

“There was a period, roughly around 2007 through 2011, 2012, 2013 or
something like that, when plagiarism and mechanical plagiarism became an
issue that we were aware of in particular two things, that WE, being IEEE, we
publish about 200 scholarly journals and | was at that point responsible for the

computer journals” (DG, 2019)
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“We had one [CGP] published, not in a magazine but in a periodical of a
conference proceedings. It [CGP] somehow got on the front page and someone
levered it against us.” (DG, 2019)
Um, so because | handle the complaints and questions from colleagues about
policies like how to deal with plagiarism and these kinds of things. We had our
public email where people could submit questions and complaints and indeed, |
got a message from a scientist saying “ya know | would like to warn you..”
because there was a couple of papers that were apparently very fake.” (TW,
2019)
Issue
“I don’t think it is common in science and engineering publications” (E1, 2019)
o NO ISSUE
“If it happens, it is a very serious problem” (E1, 2019)
o YES
“Not really for high quality publications. In fact, it is bitter for low-quality journals
and venues that they can be fooled this way. It shows that they are not rigorous”
(E2, 2019)
o NO ISSUE
“The CGP papers are not a problem” (E2, 2019)
o NO
“The way | see it, a journal with a decent peer-review system should be able to

spot SClgen generated papers. However, SClgen may only be the precursor of
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more sophisticated approaches, that may become progressively harder to
unearth” (JJ, 2019)
“Um, in the engineering community the answer is largely no, but in the world of
the humanities crowd has a different problem. Um, in the engineering and the
scientific world as well, the biggest issue is ya know, the ability to replicate
results” (DG, 2019)

o NO ISSUE
“From the point of view from the IEEE the big problem is the waste of time” (DG,
2019)
“Ya know, by looking at the paper and reading it, you should get an idea if this is
a hoax paper or a fake paper etc etc. Um, | think we should realize that
algorithms are becoming much better and although | am personally thinking that
still you can find out about some papers that are machine generated because
there is something in the papers that are not matching up” (TW, 2019)
Improvement Opportunities (Yes or No)
“‘Nowadays there are software detectors for similarities to identify plagiarism. This
process is improving” (E1, 2019)

o YES
“There are always ways to improve” (E2, 2019)

o YES
“Yes, we are using more and more automated tools to detect plagiarism. Fake
and plagiarized papers need to be fought with software tools” (JJ, 2019)

o YES
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“Oh yeah, there is. It kind of goes from subject to subject. Ya know, peer-review
used to be one at some level with a group of people sitting around a table
passing notes and talking about what their students have done. And there was
nothing. At this point, it is spread so widely, they really do no training or very
limited training on it. And how you would bring reviewers on and sort of train
them and get them to understand the process and think about things and what
they should look for would be a good training method. How you get people
trained and how you get them to accept them and get common standards, that
would be hard. | think some of the professional societies could do it. | think IEEE
and Computing ICM could do it. But one of the challenges again is getting the
referees to do it and getting them to feel there is a sense of accomplishments
there, that’s a tough bit” (DG, 2019)

o YES
“Well we have various models of peer-review. Essentially it really means that any
papers being reviewed by two reviewers that’s the best practices and of course
you have single lined and double lined and opened review and transparent peer
review. But it actually boils down to two experts reading it or reviewing it and
coming back with comments Um, | think that’s still the best way of making sure
that what gets reviewed or published has some degree of screening” (TW, 2019)

o NO
“The reviewers need to read the paper carefully, they need to be experts in the

field, and they should use some tools, such as iThenticate. | can also imagine
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some Al tool to quickly discover if the paper has been automatically generated”
(E2, 2019)

“I could easily see a seminar that would teach at conferences to be a referee
that this is what you do.” (DG, 2019)

“‘Um, | mean the strategy on how to get the incentive for this is having one journal
or a set of journals where you viewed them as having a greater status than
others and in particular if you took a top bit journal and said okay we are only
going to have only trained referees and you worked up and built even a small
staff and said this is what you’d get its part of building that of a premier product
that if you went through that and your article was refereed we would know the
quality of it and the author would get high quality of that comments back and the
work would improve substantially and be able to build a community that this is
important, this is good.” (DG, 2019)

“Yes. | think there’s gotta be some sort of incentive” (DG, 2019)

Line of Defense

“As long as the editors and then the reviewers do diligently their work, it should
not be a problem” (E2, 2019)

“We have a staff of roughly 20 associate editors all of them are currently 1-3
papers in the review process.” (DG, 2019)

“So far we have not come across that, so | think that the first line of defense
would be the editor in chief and then the next step would be the reviewers.” (TW,
2019)

Rejection Rate
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| currently reject about 20% of all submitted papers without sending them to
reviewers for various reasons. The main one being out-of-scope papers.
Reviewer fatigue is a serious problem, that can lead to bad papers being
accepted” (JJ, 2019)

“The peer review process will definitely filter out these papers. | think in the time
of 2014 there was too much trust in having the peer review process handled by
others. This has led to this problem, thankfully for us only 18 papers and not a
100 papers like IEEE.” (TW, 2019)

COPE

“Yes, we warn and punish certain authors whose papers are identified having
plagiarism” (E1, 2019)

“Yes | do” (E2, 2019)

“Yes. | represent Elsevier multimedia publications in COPE” (JJ, 2019)

‘I have met some of the individuals on the team. The answer is no. I think | have
been more aware of it than | apparently knew. This is the kind of organization you
see in professional societies or a group of them banned together. It's the kind of
thing that could ban together to do some work on problems such as this.” (DG,
2019)

“‘Absolutely. Actually | am one of the contact persons for the company” (TW,
2019)

“Yes, so we register or most publishers register journals with COPE its to make
everyone aware that we take research integrity or publication ethics very

seriously, so that’s one step. So they take care of making sure these journals are
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registered with them and are available in their database so everyone can see
which journals have been registered and essentially means that all our journals
follow the COPE guidelines and as a company our own policies are very much
towards the COPE guidelines, or the Code of Practice | should say and flow
charts. | think they have really good discussions on lots of different topics as
publishers we are very much involved and every publisher has particular topics
that they work with COPE and so in the past the colleagues by the * cant
understand * imprint they have worked with COPE on Techs recycling guidelines
| think last year we as a company worked with COPE on flow charts on
guidelines on manipulation on the submission process. There’s currently a
survey out that COPE is doing to get the * cant understand* so every publisher
more or less works with COPE on particular topics. | think we cannot go around
COPE, | know some of the society publishes actually have their own guidelines.
They’re probably a little more stricter on their policies or instructions | should say.
And that means that it is sometimes said that whenever you have a complaint
COPE is not really the one saying ya know to be a police officer or saying yes or
no, they essentially look at whether the processes have been followed. In their
positions it is probably also the best thing they can do. They are essentially not
the police and the publisher is like a police officer or a judge. We have to follow
due process or diligence to find out if something needs to be retracted or not. |
think the whole focus of COPE is really making sure that research literature is ya
know that there is integrity into what is being published.” (TW, 2019)

Retraction of Papers
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o We haven’t done that [retracted] in the past, but | think we should publish the
findings” (E1, 2019)

o “I think for our journal it is almost impossible. We really read each paper many
times. However, if this [retraction] would happen we would start a formal
investigation with the Ethic committee. If the result would be positive, we would
recommend actions. First, we would inform the authors and ask them for a
retraction if the retraction would be unsatisfactory, the journal would a) inform the
authors about the final decision b) retract the paper with a mention that it was
retracted, with full names of the authors, their affiliation, and the name of the
paper c) depending if this was intent or an error, we would also inform the direct
supervisors of the authors about the academic misconduct. D) the author could
also receive a letter that they are not welcome to publish in our journal for certain
period of time (usually around 3 years)” (E2, 2019)

o “This [retraction] can possibly be the most embarrassing event to happen to an
editor. The text would have to be retracted As Soon As Detected, identifying the
paper as a fake manuscript, with a personal note of apology from the Editor-In-
Chief. Who would have to have to assume the blame at a personal level” (JJ,
2019)

o “Yes. There is basically a plagiarism committee and there is a process that | was
involved in refining when it moved from 25-250 its this incredibly messy
spreadsheet, because engineers love spread sheets. And it more or less
explains it but you have got to remember the audience and if you go to the IEEE

you will find regular papers that have been removed and there is a banner that
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says “Paper has been removed” and is intellectual property. And that’s used a lot
more than we would have liked. When | was involved we were dealing with 250
cases a year. My understanding is at some level the growth has stopped, but its
still a really large number of cases.” (DG, 2019)

“Yes. You are banned from publication. You could be banned for a year or you
could be banned for up to 10 years. Sometimes universities will go after the
professor for intellectual misconduct. Where the dean called me and we sat down
and went through the papers and it was clearly a disciplinary hearing about the
faculty member and | did not probe too deeply because it was not my business
but I got enough to know more commonly and let him know the contract will
expire and told him “you will never get this contract back”. | went through this
once when | was the dean, there was one person who claimed they had done a
certain amount of intellectual work. Those claims proved to be false and we
talked it through and we said “you’ve got 18 months and you can finish your
contract and that is it” (DG, 2019)

“The first step you take is usually to go to the author and say “what’s going on?”
and then if that didn’t work then you’d say that this person seems too advanced”
(DG, 2019)

“Between 2007 and 2013 the number of plagiarism cases going completion, final
judgement, it was roughly a factor of 10. So, lets say 10 to 250.” (DG, 2019)

“I can’t recall how many papers we actually did retract. Because it was another

publishing company, IEEE, they had to retract quite a few papers I think we had
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about if I'm not mistaken 20 papers. It was 18 papers. And IEEE had more than
100 papers.“ (TW, 2019)

Publication Ethics

“Also, there are many papers that have an incremental contribution and it is
difficult to distinguish if it actually is self-plagiarism or a new idea. These papers
require a huge amount of work to judge and it is very tricky” (E2, 2019)

“The root causes need to be addressed to solve what is otherwise a very human
problem. Until that happens | could see further and more capable strains of text
generators appearing. Indeed there has been considerable research on
computer-generated novels and poetry. Look at the high-profile retractions of
manuscripts with fabricated results from Nature, Lancet and Science. Having a
program to assist in Fabrication is just another way to make the process easier.”
(3J, 2019)

Scanning Tool

“Yeah, we now have a scanning tool that goes on to find these. What it is for us
is several software tools that are combined and merged into managed systems
and every paper that comes is scanned for a variety of things and against some
other libraries and | believe the current version of it picks off the bibliography and
scans against that.” (DG, 2019)

Pressure to Publish

“It's the ones at smaller schools that often don’t have the background to do it and

yet they are having pressure put on them to follow those standards” (DG, 2019)
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“When it becomes your job, in the whole case of plagiarism, um, that’s what you
do. You cut corners and in particular all of these groups generally lacked the full
skill to write a paper, as | saw it at the time” (DG, 2019)

“And for many people particularly young people building their career that’s a very
common theme.” (DG, 2019)

“in particular because new professors and young processors in their first seven
years of work are often trying to write papers to understand the tools and be able
to apply them and when you have got people at work think there are papers that
are meaningless and they are there solely to mock you are disrupting the
process and you are making people question work that is in fact honestly done,
but may not be particularly comprehensible” (DG, 2019)

“it used to be, about a generation ago that the faculty that are involved in these
colleges had much more limited publications on them then they do now, than
someone does at Montana Tech or Montana State would be expected to write a
paper or two to get tenure over a 7 year period and they would be expected to
continue to write papers at that kind of pace for the rest of their career so they
might end up having 10-12 papers that would be to their name and would mark
their career. That is no longer the case. Graduate students coming out are
expected to have used to be 1-2 papers now it's about 5-6. You are expected to
turnout as a new professor in the engineering world or scientific world a paper or
two a year. If you are running a research lab, ya know more of a senior

professor, you would like to see 8-10 come out of your lab a year” (DG, 2019)
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“Um, the other bit that’s involved in it that goes back to an earlier set of
comments, is how deeply this work is tied up in both prestige and in income and
those two things are not the same, but they are often tied up in it. And what
people will do to keep their position and to build their sense of identity and
authority and prestige on a fault basis.” (DG, 2019)

‘I see CGPs happening as a consequence of the pressure to publish. The
submission of large quantities of low-quality manuscripts is motivated by a
numbers-focused quantity-over-quality evaluation process for untenured faculty.”
(3J, 2019)

Ending

“Will we be able to solve this? Maybe when we stop having people who have the

wrong set of goals.” (DG, 2019)
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