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I have spent a decade writing papers 
on how people should improve their 
research practices. 

Amazingly, there are people who 
have not read all my papers. 



In Human Factors research 
there are the ISO-9001 
standards of quality 
management systems. 



Organizations should 
• establish quality objectives, 
• plan to achieve these objectives by 

considering the resources required 
• for example support staff, infrastructure
• an adequate social, psychological, and 

physical environment. 



A crucial factor highlighted in ISO 
9001:2015 is ensuring that people 
involved in the work that is evaluated 
in quality management system are 
competent, which means they have 
received the appropriate amount of 
education, training, or experience.



In science, this is unlikely to 
happen anytime soon. 
There is no quality 
management, nor time for 
education.  



What else can we do from a 
Human Factors perspective? 

We can rely on automation. 



An example is CRAN check – 
an automated tool that 
checks common mistakes 
when people make CRAN 
packages. 



There are a number of tools 
that perform automated 
checks on scientific 
manuscripts. 



Zotero will 
automatically 
check if you cite a 
retracted article. 



And of course, there is 
Statcheck! 



With Lisa DeBruine, 
Cristian Mesquida, 
and René Bekkers we 
are building a 
module based tool to 
automate checks for 
anything we can. 



It’s an R based package. 
Anyone can add modules 
(checks for different fields). 
On-stop shop. 



Can be used by people before 
they submit, or peer 
reviewers. But you can upload 
PDF’s in batches – also a tool 
for metascience. 



Read in PDF using GROBID





Check if OSF links are open:



Through the OSF API we can 
check many things, such as:
• Is there a readme?
• Does R code contain fixed paths?
• Is there a codebook?
• Are there datafiles, is so, what data is inside?
• Etc. 



Marginal significance: Use of 
interpretations that are just 
wrong. 



Marginal significance:



Reporting guidelines, such as 
precisely reporting p-values. 



Reporting guidelines, such as 
precisely reporting p-values. 



We can build in existing tools:



Find aspredicted links, grab 
the information from each 
section, and present it to 
reviewers alongside the 
paper.



Current project: Extracting 
open science statements 
(sharing data, code, 
preregistrations), and ethics 
statements. 



Current project: Identifying 
causal sentences, warning 
people for incorrect or vague 
causal sentences. 

Tessa van Abkoude



We also created machine 
learning classifiers for 
statistical interpretations of 
non-significant results. 



ChatGPT is surprisingly good 
at retrieving information from 
papers. E.g., sample sizes. 



The idea is not to detect 
everything perfectly. If we can 
not detect something that 
exists, authors might need to 
present it more clearly. 



The idea is not to detect 
everything perfectly. If we can 
not detect something that 
exists, authors might need to 
present it more clearly. 



We are of course happy to 
work with you if you want to 
use Papercheck for meta-
science, or to create modules!



Thanks!

https://osf.io/ejqa2/
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