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Al-Generated Content

as an Emerging Driver of Journal Retractions

MARKET OFFERS CONTENT SIGNALS
@ @
[ Retractions record enforcement—  not prevalence. }

Anton Sokolov - Tyche Institute - Tallinn, Estonia 10-minute lightning talk



1. MARKET SURFACE

A paper-mill storefront is one WhatsApp message away

ERR Novaator's newsroom tested access—not publication success
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ERR Novaator - 6 Sep 2026 - newsroom experiment stopped before submission (0



2 - DETECTION-TO-ACTION LAG

The integrity response is already outpaced

PNAS: expert-curated suspected paper-mill corpus and trend extrapolation
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Richardson et al. - PNAS 122(32), e2420092122 - 2025
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3 - DETECTION SURFACE

Content screening and retraction notices barely overlap

Working DOI cross-walk: different instruments observe different literatures
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Cross-walk v0.5 - detector flags and notices are not prevalence estimates
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4 - EDITORIAL SURFACE

Retraction waves are publisher-sized
60,893 retractions - 9,102 CGC-tagged - frozen 2010-2025 snapshot
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Submitted Scientometrics analysis - frozen snapshot - partial 2026 excluded
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5+ STRESS TEST

A simple decomposition changes the scientific story

Remove the two leading publisher lineages from numerator and denominator

R - B - B
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41.84% 0.32% || 23.46% $0.62% || 24.18% P 1.39%

leave-two-lineages-out leave-two-lineages-out leave-two-lineages-out
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[ The broader signal remains; the system-wide headline does not. }

2010s baseline: 0.12% - concentration decomposition—not a causal counterfactual 06



6 - IMPLICATIONS

Count the three surfaces separately

They are linked, but they are not interchangeable denominators
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availability - price
claimed delivery

\Name the surface.

/e CONTENT
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detector-specific
candidate flags
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\Report uncertainty.
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EDITORIAL

Action

investigation - label
retraction timing

Stress-test concentration.

{ The record is real—and administratively selected. }

Data: doi:10.1016/j.dib.2026.113041 - Deck drafting/graphics assisted by OpenAl Codex
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