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Abstract 

This paper presents a comprehensive study that aims to examine the influence of falsified 

documents on Google Scholar citations. The increasing reliance on academic metrics, such as 

citation counts, has prompted concerns about the potential manipulation of these metrics to 

boost researchers’ profiles artificially. In this experiment, we create a simple fake document 

and analyze its impact on Google Scholar citations to showcase the platform’s vulnerability to 

such manipulations. The study does not explore the ethical implications and potential 

countermeasures against fraudulent practices. 

 

Introduction 

As the academic landscape becomes more competitive, researchers seek various ways to 

enhance their scholarly reputation. Google Scholar, a widely used academic search engine, 

plays a pivotal role in tracking and showcasing scholarly impact through citation counts 

(Korneeva et al. 2023; Teubner and Glaser 2018). Publishing impactful papers is one way, 

certainly. Note that all citations in this document refer to actual papers but do not make any 

sense. 

However, the susceptibility of platforms like Google Scholar to manipulation raises questions 

about the reliability of these metrics. As a demonstration, this document is almost entirely 

created by ChatGPT and seeks to investigate whether a straightforward falsified document (i.e., 

this one) can influence Google Scholar citations. The implications of such manipulations on 

academic integrity and the credibility of citation metrics are not discussed. It seems to be 

important that the general structure of the paper looks legitimate, including title, authors, a date, 

as well as a proper section structure. Ah, and of course, the bibliography (Chica et al. 2017; 

Hesse et al. 2020). 



Methodology 

To conduct this experiment, a fictional academic paper was created, including fake title, 

abstract, and author. The content was generated using generic academic language to maintain a 

semblance of authenticity (Adam et al. 2018; Niemeyer et al. 2016). The paper was then 

uploaded on a web server to test whether it would be indexed and subsequently cited (Hariharan 

et al. 2016). 

Results 

An initial analysis revealed that the fake documents are indeed indexed by Google Scholar. 

However, at the time of writing this specific document, it is not clear whether Google Scholar 

will pick up on it. One reason for this is that the document will not be uploaded on common 

platforms such as ResearchGate, SSRN, or arXiv – as this would just be too embarrassing. 

Instead, it will be uploaded on a private server. Figure 1 shows a screenshot of a fake paper. 

 

Figure 1: Screenshot of a suspicious paper uploaded to ResearchGate 

Further investigation into the citation patterns demonstrated that the majority of citations to the 

fake document originated from low-impact journals or obscure sources. In contrast, the 

legitimate documents received citations from reputable journals and scholars, highlighting the 

importance of peer recognition in the academic community (Hoffmann et al. 2022). 

Ethical Considerations 

The manipulation of academic metrics raises ethical concerns within the scholarly community. 

Falsifying documents to boost citations not only undermines the credibility of individual 

researchers but also erodes the trust in citation metrics as a reliable measure of scholarly impact. 

This study emphasizes the need for ethical conduct in academic research and the importance of 

maintaining the integrity of citation metrics (Aljaroodi et al. 2022; Rendell et al. 2022). 



Implications for Academic Evaluation 

The findings of this experiment have significant implications for academic evaluation 

processes. Institutions and funding agencies often rely on citation metrics to assess the impact 

of researchers' work. The study underscores the importance of implementing robust evaluation 

mechanisms that go beyond simplistic metrics, taking into account factors such as the reputation 

of journals, the quality of citations, and peer review (Möhlmann et al. 2019; Teubner et al. 

2013). 

Countermeasures 

To mitigate the potential impact of fraudulent practices on citation metrics, Google Scholar and 

other academic databases could consider implementing more stringent verification processes. 

Additionally, raising awareness within the scholarly community about the potential pitfalls of 

manipulating metrics may serve as a deterrent. 

Conclusion 

This experimental study sheds light on the vulnerability of Google Scholar citations to 

manipulation through the introduction of a simple fake document. While the platform does 

index a variety of documents, the discerning nature of the scholarly community and the reliance 

on peer recognition act as barriers to widespread manipulation. The ethical considerations 

highlighted in this study emphasize the need for a collective effort to maintain the integrity of 

academic metrics and promote responsible conduct within the scholarly community. 
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