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• Generative AI tools are 

appearing everywhere!

• There are real benefits

• But there are also major 

weaknesses in some 

new tools

• We need to develop 

ways of using them 

reliably



Searching for research



Is mindfulness an 
effective intervention for 

smoking cessation 
among adults?



Example of conventional search: 
OpenAlex



Example of citation / related papers: 
ConnectedPapers



Example of hybrid search: Elicit



‘Agentic search’

user

LLM

vector representations of documents are 

stored in the database as well as text

user queries are transformed by the agent into text and vector searches; the database 

is searched; the agent then screens results, identifies related records and (often) 

undertakes multiple ‘rounds’ of searching before returning results to the user



PaperFinder from Ai2

https://paperfinder.allen.ai/

An agentic, iterative search 

that analyses your query 

before constructing and 

carrying out a search using 

standard free text terms as 

well as vector indexes

Uses LLMs to help develop 

the search at multiple 

points

https://paperfinder.allen.ai/


Strengths and limitations: agentic search

‒ Can provide more semantically powerful searches

‒ Less ‘fragile’ than a Boolean search (and not 
necessary to know all relevant terms in advance)

‒ BUT

‒ Dependent on the right documents being available for 
indexing

‒ Dependent on the query being translated effectively by 
the agent

‒ Little in the way of an evidence base to support their 
use in evidence synthesis



How do we evaluate these kinds of 
tools?
‒ Standard metrics?

‒ Sensitivity / specificity

‒ Additional considerations?
‒ Consistency

‒ Are the results the same each time?
‒ Robustness

‒ Do minor changes in input change output substantially?
‒ Hallucinations?
‒ Contamination

‒ Is the LLM ‘cheating’?



Searching…

Conventional tools
‒ https://scholar.google.com

Using open data for identifying related papers
‒ https://www.connectedpapers.com/ (only two networks for free!)
‒ https://openalex.org/ 

‘Semantic search’
‒ https://elicit.com/ (select ‘find papers’)

‘Agentic search’
‒ http://paperfinder.allen.ai

https://scholar.google.com/
https://scholar.google.com/
https://www.connectedpapers.com/
https://www.connectedpapers.com/
https://openalex.org/
https://openalex.org/
https://elicit.com/
https://elicit.com/
http://paperfinder.allen.ai/
http://paperfinder.allen.ai/


Searching for research



















Has the appearance of a research 

report

But has the same weaknesses as 

other tools: 
• incomplete evidence base 

searched;

• no critical appraisal;

• summarises evidence from primary 

papers with systematic reviews



How do we evaluate these kinds of 
tools?
‒ Standard metrics?

‒ Sensitivity / specificity

‒ Additional considerations?
‒ Consistency

‒ Are the results the same each time?
‒ Robustness

‒ Do minor changes in input change output substantially?
‒ Hallucinations?
‒ Contamination

‒ Is the LLM ‘cheating’?



Vision: RAISE guidance for the responsible 
use of AI in evidence synthesis

‒ A draft of the guidance and 
recommendations is now online for 
consultation

‒ Our vision is for it to be a ‘living’ set of 
guidelines, that is updated through 
community input and helps to define roles & 
responsibilities within the ecosystem

‒ Should the ecosystem develop in this well-
organized way, we hope to see the 
development of AI tools that adhere to the 
principles of research integrity, and so 
enable evidence accessibility in equitable 
and rigorous ways



Where to find the guidance

‒ The link : https://osf.io/fwaud/

‒ The latest version is online now
‒ Three documents:

‒ Roles-based recommendations for 
practice

‒ Guidance on building and evaluating AI 
tools

‒ Guidance on selecting and using AI tools
‒ Do take a look and let us know what you 

think!

https://osf.io/fwaud/


Summing up

• There are some great tools that may soon be 
ready for use

• Tools for searching, extraction and 
classification may be useful for some 
purposes

• Synthesis across documents needs to be 
carefully checked

• We need to increase our ‘AI literacy’ 

• Some guidance available in RAISE



Thank you
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