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AI Run Amok: 2022 Edition

 https://www.scientificamerican.c
om/article/we-asked-gpt-3-to-
write-an-academic-paper-about-
itself-then-we-tried-to-get-it-
published/

"I logged into my OpenAI account and 
typed a simple instruction for the 
research company's artificial-
intelligence algorithm, GPT-3: Write 
an academic thesis in 500 words about 
GPT-3 and add scientific references and 
citations inside the text."

"But as I opened the submission portal for the 
peer-reviewed journal of our choice, I 
encountered my first problem: What is GPT-3's 
last name? Because it was mandatory to enter 
the last name of the first author, I had to write 
something, and I wrote 'None.'"

https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/we-asked-gpt-3-to-write-an-academic-paper-about-itself-then-we-tried-to-get-it-published/


Unicode 15.0

 Released September 13, 2022

4,489 new characters, including 20 new emoji 

149,186 total characters

2 new scripts

Source: http://www.unicode.org/versions/Unicode15.0.0/

http://www.unicode.org/versions/Unicode14.0.0/


Crossref Metadata Quality

 Bruce's hypothesis: 

3 in 10 Crossref records have minor errors

1 in 10 Crossref records have major errors

 This is not Crossref's problem!

 This our problem! Publishers are responsible for their metadata quality

 We need to do a better job!

 Crossref agrees:

Excellent blog about metadata quality issues

https://www.crossref.org/blog/flies-in-your-metadata-ointment/

https://www.crossref.org/blog/flies-in-your-metadata-ointment/


Bad Metadata Examples



Edifix+Cabells statistics

 Edifix+Cabells live since June 1, 2021

 When we started this project, we had no idea how frequently journals in 
Cabells Predatory Reports would appear in reference lists “in the wild”

 We now have an update with a full year of data

 Data analyzed from September 1, 2021 to August 31, 2022



Important caveats

 We excluded all jobs using our sample references because these 
references include both a Cabells reference and a retracted reference

 When Edifix flags a retracted reference, we have no context to 
determine whether the author is relying on it in their research or citing it 
as retracted

 Edifix retractions are based on Crossref and PubMed data, but we know 
many retracted articles are not listed in either



Cabells Predatory Reports frequency

 During the 12-month sample period, approximately 2.2 million 
references were run

 4,963 references matched an entry in the Cabells Predatory Reports 
database

 Approximately 1 in 458 references matched an entry in the Cabells 
Predatory Reports database



Cabells frequency by customer

 While the average across all customers was 1 in 458, the actual frequency 
varies widely among customers

 For customers who ran at least 2,000 references, 11% had 0 matches in 
the Cabells Predatory Reports database

 For the remaining customers, the ratio varied from 1 in 52 to 1 in 2,225
references

 For the 5 Edifix customers who processed the largest number of 
references, the ratio varied from 1 in 236 to 1 in 658 references



Distribution of titles matched

 959 unique titles were matched, out of ~16,500 Cabells Predatory Reports 
titles

 Approximately 50% of matched titles had only a single match

 34 titles were matched >20 times

 The 34 most cited journal represent 18 different publishers

 2 OMICS International journals 

 1 OMICS journal cited >100 times

 2 titles were cited >400 times

 The most frequently matched title was cited in jobs from >50 Edifix 

customers



Retractions

 326 jobs contained at least 1 reference flagged as retracted

 Retraction frequency: 1 in 391 jobs

 The frequency of references flagged as retracted also vary widely among 
customers

 Reminder: we don’t know the context in which these references were 
cited



NISO CREC

 CREC (Communication of Retractions, Removals, and Expressions of 
Concern)

Previously known as CORREC

NISO Recommended Practice: create consistent community practices that 
enable publishers, preprint repositories, and discovery services to identify 
and signal that a publication has been retracted or has expressions of 
concern

 NISO and University of Illinois Urbana-Champaign (UIUC) awarded 
Alfred P. Sloan Foundation grant of $249,998 to prevent the spread of 
retracted research



Why is NISO CREC needed?

 Inconsistent publisher practices

 For example, 3 methods for depositing retractions at Crossref:
 Method one: Crossmark Assertion in article metadata

 Example:    <crm-item name="relation" type="doi" claim="retraction">
10.3389/fpsyg.2020.01174</crm-item>

 (DOI: 10.3389/fpsyg.2018.02072)

 Method two: Crossmark Update in retraction notice metadata

 Example:    <update type="retraction" date="2022-10-02">10.1080/08958378.2016.1272653</update>

 (DOI: 10.3389/fpsyg.2018.02072)

 Method three: update the article title

 Example:    <title>Retracted: Adaptive Blind Channel Estimation for
MIMO-OFDM Systems Based on PARAFAC</title>

<title>RETRACTED ARTICLE: Recombinant human keratinocyte growth factor attenuates 

apoptosis in elastase induced emphysematous mice lungs</title>

<title><b>STATEMENT OF RETRACTION:</b> Recombinant human keratinocyte growth factor attenuates

apoptosis in elastase induced emphysematous mice lungs</title>

 (DOI: 10.1155/2021/9892683, 10.1080/08958378.2016.1272653)



Hot Industry Topics

 Research integrity

 Accessibility

 Open Access



Not a Hot Industry Topic

 Reality check: XML

 We need it for everything on the previous slide

 But it's old news

 It's our job, and still vitally important to do, and to do well



Open Access Fees

 From a researcher:

“It’s crazy that authors have to pay such a huge amount of money to make their 
articles open access, but I’m glad that my PI's bite that bullet for the sake of 
accessibility.”

 Bruce's reply:

“Actually, those “huge” fees pay for me and my team (and a lot of other people) to 
do all of the R&D and management required to build the systems for electronic 
publishing. So those fees help pay my salary. Electronic publication turns out to be 
far more complex than print publication because of the continual need to build 
and update electronic systems that support the publication process, and to 
support new features in that process as opportunities arise to take advantage of 
the electronic format.”



Open Access Fees (2)

 The researcher's reply:

“I actually really appreciate the explanation. The consensus within the 
scientific community is that the fees are crazy, but I think that’s 
because we don’t have an understanding of what happens behind the 
scenes!”

And this video of a researcher’s (humorous?) view on OA fees: 
https://youtu.be/8F9gzQz1Pms

https://youtu.be/8F9gzQz1Pms


Explaining OA Fees

 Bruce's response: https://www.the-scientist.com/critic-at-large/opinion-
is-open-access-worth-the-cost-70049

 “As customers—the scientists who author papers to flesh out the corpus of 
the OA literature—what are we buying from the publishers?”

 “What researchers are paying for is a certification service—the credibility 
lent to research when it is published in a peer-reviewed journal.”

https://www.the-scientist.com/critic-at-large/opinion-is-open-access-worth-the-cost-70049


Explaining OA Fees (2)

 The Problem: Negative perceptions of OA fees outside of publisher’s 
offices

 The Solution: We need to do a better job of explaining ourselves. All of us!



First report of a positive ALS drug trial

 https://www.wsj.com/articles/als-drug-works-in-study-researchers-say-
11576558801?mod=searchresults_pos18&page=1

https://www.wsj.com/articles/als-drug-works-in-study-researchers-say-11576558801?mod=searchresults_pos18&page=1


Three years later—FDA approval!!!



What happened during those 3 years

 NEJM article with clinical trial results (published using eXtyles!) 



Amylyx clinical trial results

 https://www.nejm.org/doi/full/10.
1056/NEJMoa1916945

https://www.nejm.org/doi/full/10.1056/NEJMoa1916945


What happened during those 3 years

 NEJM article with clinical trial results (published using eXtyles!) 

 Muscle & Nerve article with survivability analysis (published by Wiley)



Muscle & Nerve survivability analysis

 https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/mus.27091

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/mus.27091


What happened during those 3 years

 NEJM article with clinical trial results (published using eXtyles!) 

 Muscle & Nerve article with survivability analysis (published by Wiley)

 FDA New Drug Application

 FDA Advisory Committee hearing (6-4 against approval)

 Second Muscle & Nerve article responding to FDA concerns



Muscle & Nerve additional survivability analysis

 https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/f
ull/10.1002/mus.27569

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/mus.27569


What happened during those 3 years

 NEJM article with clinical trial results (published using eXtyles!) 

 Muscle & Nerve article with survivability analysis (published by Wiley)

 FDA New Drug Application

 FDA Advisory Committee hearing (6-4 against approval)

 Second Muscle & Nerve article responding to FDA concerns

 Lots of ALS patient and community advocacy

 Unprecedented second FDA Advisory Committee hearing (7-2 for 
approval)

 September 29, 2022 FDA approval!!!



Our mission

 Published clinical trial results were a critical part of the FDA submission

 I share this with you as a simple reminder that what we do has a real 
impact on the lives of real people every day

 What we do makes a difference!



Thank you!

#XUG2022


