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Publish or Perish

sens

[HE PEER-REVIEW SCAM

When a handiul of
authars were caught
reviewing their own
papers, it exposed
weaknesses in modem
publishing systems.
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Fake Peer Review Watch

The number of papers retracted for rigged peer
review since 2012 is:

?
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Fake Peer Review Watch

The number of papers retracted for rigged peer
review since 2012 is:

>300
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Retractions on the Rise

PubMed Retraction Notices - By Year

Publications

Publications and retractions by year 1977- FEs
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http://pmretract.heroku.com/byyear

Moving Mountains

LLUSTRATIGN B'Y DA O PArw s

A tragedy of errors

Mistakes in peer-reviewed papers are easy to find but hard to
fix, report David B. Allison and colleagues.

Allison et al Nature 2016 http://www.nature.com/news/reproducibility-a-tragedy-of-errors-1.19264
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Common Reasons for Retractions

e Duplication (“self-plagiarism”)
e Plagiarism

 Image Manipulation

* Faked Data

* Fake Peer Reviews

e Publisher Error

e Authorship Issues

e Legal Reasons

e Not Reproducible
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Most Retractions Due to Misconduct

Retracti

n Watch

Misconduct accounts for the majority of retracted

scientific publications

Ferric C. Fang™™', R. Grant Steen~', and Arturo Casadevall®'?

Departments af *“Laboratary Medicine and Sticroblolegy, University of Washington School of Medicine, Seattle, Wi 98195; “MediCC! Madical

Communications Consultants, Chapel Hill, NC 27517, and

epartment of Microbiology and Immunalogy, Albert Einstetn College of Madicine, Bronx, NY 104581

Edited by Thamas Shenk, Princeton University, Princeton, M, and approved September &, 2012 (recelved for review July 18, 2012)

A detailed review of all 2,047 biomedical and lifessdence research
articles indexed by PubMed as retracted on May 3, 2012 revealed
that only 21.3% of retractions were attributable to error. In contrast,
67.4% of retractions were attributable to misconduct, including
fraud or suspected fraud (43.4%), duplicate publication {14.2%), and
plagiarism (2.8%). Incomplete, uninformative or misleading retrac-
tion announcements have led to a previous underestimation of the
role of fraud in the ongoing retraction epidemic. The percentage of
scientific articles retracted because of fraud has increased ~ 10-fold
since 1975. Retractions exhibit distinctive temporal and geographic
patterns that may reveal underlying causes.

bibliometric analysss | blomedical publishing | ethics | research misconduct

he number and frequency of retracted publications are im-

portant indicators of the health of the scientific enterprise,
because retracted articles represent unequivocal evidence of
project failure, irrespective of the cause. Hence, rétractions are
worthy of rigorous and systematic study, The retraction of flawed
publications corrects the scientific terature and also provides
msights into the scientific process. However, the rising frequency
of retractions has recently elicited concern (1, 2). Studies of se-
lected retracted articles have suggested that error is more com-
mon than fraud as a cause of retraction (3-5) and that rates of
retraction correlate with journal-impact factor (6). We undertook

published by the authors of a manuscript in the Joumal of Cell
Riofogy stated that “In follow-up experiments . . . we have shown
that the lack of FOXOIa expression reported in figure 1 is not
correct” (11). A subsequent report from the Office of Research
Integrity states that the first author committed “research mis-
conduct by knowingly and intentionally falsely reporting . . . that
FOXOla was not expressed . . . by selecting a specific FOXOla
immunoblot to show the desired result” (12). In contrast to earlier
studies, we found that the majority of retracted articles were
retracted because of some form of misconduct, with only 21.3%
retracted because of error. The most common reason for re-
traction was fraud or suspected fraud (43.4% ). with additional
articles retracted becanse of duplicate publication (14.2%) or
plagiarism (9.8% ). Miscellaneous reasons or unknown causes
accounted for the remainder. Thus, for articles in which the
reason for retraction is kmown. three-gquarters were retracted
because of misconduct or suspected misconduct, and only one-
quarter was retracted for error,

Temporal Trends. A marked recent rise in the frequency of re-
traction was confirmed (2, 13), but was not uniform among the
various causes of retraction (Fig. 14). A discernible rise in re-
tractions because of fraud or error was first evident in the 199%0s_
with a subsequent dramatic rise in retractions attributable to
fraud occurring during the last decade. A more modest increase

PNAS online October 1, 2012
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Who Retracts?

The Retraction Watch Leaderboard

with 18 comments

Who has the most retractions? Here's our unofficial list (see notes on methodology), which we’ll update as
more information comes to light:

1. Yoshitaka Fujii (total retractions: 183) Sources: Final report of investigating committee, our reporting
. Joachim Boldt (94) Sources: Editors in chief statement, additional coverage

. Diederik Stapel (58) Source: Our cataloging

. Adrian Maxim (48) Source: |IEEE database

. Peter Chen (Chen-Yuan Chen) (43) Source: SAGE, our cataloging
Hua Zhong (41) Source: Journal

Shigeaki Kato (39) Source: Our cataloging

lames Hunton (37) Source: Qur cataloging
Hendrik Schon (36) Sources: PubMed and Thomson Scientific

S W ® N VAW N

Hyung-In Moon (35) Source: Qur cataloging
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Which Journals Retract?
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What Happens to Retracted Papers’ Citations?

Budd et al, 1999:

e Retracted articles received more than 2,000 post-
retraction citations; less than 8% of citations
acknowledged the retraction

* Preliminary study of the present data shows that
continued citation remains a problem

e Of 391 citations analyzed, only 6% acknowledge
the retraction

Retracti(®n Watch
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What Happens to Retracted Papers’ Citations?

Retracted Publications in Biomedicine: Cause for

Concern

John M. Budd, Zach C. Coble and Katherine M. Anderson

Abstract

Retractions of articles and citations to retracted work
continue to be a cause for concern. In 1999, Budd et al.
found 235 retracted publications in the biomedical lit-
erature for a 30-year period. Nearly 40% were retract-
ed because of misconduct. The current study found
1,164 retracted articles in the 12-year period between
1997 and 2009. Of the 1,112 articles included for anal-
ysis, 55% were retracted for some type of misconduct.
While this number represents a small minority of the
total number of publications in biomedicine, it is still
substantial, and the impact of the retracted works can
be significant. In PubMed, notifications of retractions

error and (especially) misconduct, the current study
is intended to alert information professions and in-
formation users about the challenges inherent in the
literatures of many fields, particularly biomedicine.

Introduction

At times and for a variety of reasons, it can be neces-
sary for a published article to be retracted. While re-
tracted articles represent a small minority of all pub-
lished articles, there is continued concern about the
phenomenon of retraction. In a recent report in the
Times Higher Education, Corbyn notes that the rate
at which scientific articles are retracted has increased

-Assn of College & Research Libraries 2011



The Most Highly Cited

Total cites
from journals
) Year of Cites before Cites after .
Article _ . . indexed by
retraction retraction retraction
Web of
Science

1. Visfatin: A protein secreted by visceral fat that
mimics the effects of insulin. SCIENCE, JAN 21
2005

Fukuhara A, Matsuda M, Nishizawa M, Segawa K,

Tanaka M, Kishimoto K, Matsuki Y, Murakami M,

Ichisaka T, Murakami H, Waranabe E, Takagi 7, 2007 247 776 1023
Akiyoshi M, Ohtsubo T, Kihara 5, Yamashita S,

Makishima M, Funahashi T, Yamanaka s, Hiramatsu

R, Matsuzawa Y, Shimomura 1.

2. lleal-lymphoid-nodular hyperplasia, non-
specific colitis, and pervasive developmental

disorder in children. LANCET, FEB 28 1998

Wakefield AJ, Murch SH, Anthony A, Linnell J, Casson >q10 675 308 983

DM, Malik M, Berelowitz M, Dhitfon AP, Thomson MA,
Harvey P, Valentine A, Davies SE, Walker-Smith JA.

3. An enhanced transient expression system in
plants based on suppression of gene silencing by
the p19 protein of tomato bushy stunt virus. PLANT
JOURNAL, MAR 2003

2015 897 N/A 897

Voinner O, Rivas 5, Masire F, Baulcombe D.
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Who’'’s Harmed?

Retraction Watch

No academic matter: Study links retractions to patient harm

without comments

Flawed research that leads to retractions is a problem for editors, publishers and the

scientific community. But what about patients? M I
Medical Ethics

In a recent issue of the Journal of Medical Ethics, R. Grant Steen asks the question — and MF =
=T oA
—J 5 .P'_In.

answers it in the affirmative.

We've heard from Steen before; he has written two recent papers on the scope of
retractions, finding that the number of retractions seems to be rising faster than the

number of publications on the shelves.

This time, Steen takes a crack at ferreting out what he calls *harm by influence,” the admittedly subtle effect
that troubled studies have on downstream research. His findings certainly raise concerns.




Do Journals Get the Word Out?

Journal of

MEDICAL ETHICS

Anintermational peer-revievvedjournal for health pr al= and researcherzinrmedical ethics

Online First Current issue Archive About the journal Submi
Online First  Currentissue  Archive  Supplements  eletters  Topic collections  Bloc
Haome = Onling First = Article

JMed Ethics doii1 0.1 1360me. 2010040923
Research ethics

Retractions in the scientific literature: is the
incidence of research fraud increasing?

R Gramt Steen

Cormespondence 1o

R Grant Steen, Medical Communications Consultants, LLC 103 Van Doren Place, Chapel Hill,
MC 27517, UBA; g_steen_medicc@yahoo.com
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Do Journals Get the Word Out?

Journal of

MEDICAL ETHICS

ints¢riational peet-r

Online First Cufrent jssue Archive Aboutthe journal Submi

“Journals often fail to alert the naive reader;
31.8% of retracted papers were not noted as
retracted in any way.”

T

R Gramt Steen
Correspondence to

R Grant Steen, Medical Communications Consultants, LLC 103 ¥an Doren Place, Chapel Hill,
MC 27517, LISA o_steen_medicc@yahoo.com
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The Euphemisms

an “approach”
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The Euphemisms

an “approach”
“significant originality issue”
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The Euphemisms

an “approach”
“significant originality issue”
“inadvertently copied text”

Retracti(®n Watch
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The Euphemisms

an “approach”
“significant originality issue”
“inadvertently copied text”

“inadequate procedural or methodological
practices of citation or quotation,” causing an
“unacceptable level of text parallels”

Retracti(®n Watch
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The Euphemisms

e an “approach”
e “significant originality issue”
 “inadvertently copied text”

 “inadequate procedural or methodological
practices of citation or quotation,” causing an
“unacceptable level of text parallels”

e “Some sentences...are directly taken from other
papers, which could be viewed as a form of
plagiarism”

Retracti(®n Watch
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The Euphemisms

“As far as we’re concerned, there are similar
words that were used, we’ve said that, but the
feelings of those words and the commonality
of those words do not create a situation which
we feel we have to agree with you.”



Is This A Useful Retraction Notice?

“At the request of the authors, the
following manuscript has been
retracted:” [citation]

-Journal of Neuroscience
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Why The Opacity?

Retraction Watch

Nature, facing “considerable rise” in retractions, blames lawyers for
opaque and delayed notices

with 19 comments

Narure, as we and others have noticed, has had what Paul Knoepfler referred to as a
“torrent” of retractions in the past two years. That torrent — 13 research papers —
has prompted a welcome and soul-searching editorial, as it did in 2010 when the
journal had what it called an “unusually large number” of 4.

As the editors write this week in “Retraction challenges:”

For years, with occasional exceptions, Nature's annual number of research-
paper retractions tended to average around one or two. But over the past
two years, we have seen a considerable rise — six in 2013, and seven, so
far, in 2014. We have reviewed these and previous retractions and would
like to make some observations on the basis of their content and on the
experiences of publishing them.

We thought it would be useful to unpack some of the claims in the editorial. First:

& high proportion of Marure's retractions in recent years have come about through honest error,
where authors have either discovered mistakes themselves after publication, or have had the errors
brought to their attention and taken action.

Retractigfj Watch



Now This Is Good News

The JBC’s practice of saying very little in retraction and
withdrawal notices has been described by many in the
community as opaque—and rightfully so. After
reviewing the practices of other journals and consulting
with our legal counsel and publications committee,
we’ve reconsidered our approach. JBC retraction and
withdrawal notices now will explain, with as much
detail as possible, why papers have been withdrawn
or retracted.

-Journal of Biological Chemistry

Retracti(®n Watch
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What Should Retraction Notices Look Like?

‘C ‘O‘ P‘E COMMITTEE ON PUBLICATION ETHICS

RETRACTION GUIDELINES

Summary

Journal editors should consider retracting a publication if:

. they have clear evidence that the findings are unreliable, either as a result of misconduct (e.g. data fabri-
cation) or honest error (e.g. miscalculation or experimental error)

. the findings have previously been published elsewhere without proper crossreferencing, permission or
justification (i.e. cases of redundant publication)

it constitutes plagiarism
. it reports unethical research
Journal editors should consider issuing an expression of concern if:

. they receive inconclusive evidence of research or publication misconduct by the authors

Retracti@q Watch www.PublicationEthics.org



Post-Publication Peer Review on the Rise

Retraction Watch

PubPeer strikes again: Leukemia paper retracted for image
duplications

with 4 comments

In July, a PubPeer commenter called out a paper in Biochimica er
EBiophysica Acta for image duplication; by September, the paper was
retracted for the exact reason detailed in the anonymous comment.

Here's the notice for “Effect of ST3CGAL 4 and FUT 7 on sialyl Lewis X
synthesis and multidrug resistance in human acute myeloid leukemia,” a
paper initially published in June:

This article has been retracted at the request of the authors. It
contained several inappropriate—ly processed and incorrect
Figures. On behalf of all authors, the corresponding author has
taken full responsibility and apologizes to the readers of BBA
Molecular Basis of Disease for submitting and publishing the
erronegus article and any inconvenience caused.

An anonymous PubPeer commenter compiled the following criticism (click

here or on the picture below for a larger image):

Concern ahout Fiaures 3. 5. and 7-

Puetra.cti%? Watch



naul-re International weekly journal of science

Home | ent | Research | Careers & Jobs | Current Issue | Archive | Audio & Video | Fo

Volume 487 > Issue 7405

The data detective

Uri Simonsohn explains how he uncovered wrongdoing in psychology research.

Ed Yong

03 July 2012
FE] PDF R Rights & Permissions

Psychology was already under scruting following a series of high-
profile controversies. Mow it faces fresh questions over research
practices that can sometimes produce eye-catching — but
imeproducible — results. Last week, Erasmus University
Rotterdam in the Metherlands said that social psychologist Dirk
Smeesters had resigned after an investigation found that he had

massaned data to nroduce nositive outcomes in his research

Puetractig? Watch
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Purchase This Artwork

IDEAS | SCIEMTIF

How the Biggest Fabricator in Science
Got Caught

Yoshitaka Fujii falsified 183 papers before statistics exposed hin.

EY ADAM MARCUS & IVAN ORANSEY
ILLUSTRATION BY LOUISA BERTMAN
BMAY 21, 2005

Retracti% Watch http://nautil.us



Catching Fuijii

Anaesthesia

poumnal of the Assoclation of Anaesthetists of
Great Britain and Ireland

Speclal Article

Calculating the probability of random sampling for continuous variables in
submitted or published randomised controlled trials

- ;-J

J. B. Carlisle Consultant’”, F. Dexter lssue
Director?, J. J. Pandit Consultant®, S. L.
e Anaesthesla

Shafer Professort and S. M. Yentis Anaesthesi

Consultants e Volume T0, Issue 7, pages
: ) B48—858, July 2015

Version of Record online: 29 MAY 2015

DOl: 10.1111/anae. 13126

© 2015 The Association of Anaesthetists of
Great Britain and Ireland e

[ o | =
Additional Information (Show All)
How to Cite | Author Information | Publication History
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Science

=NEXCHANGE

Reproducibility Initiative receives $1.3M grant to validate 50
landmark cancer studies

October 16, 2013 | Posted by Elizabeth in Science Exchange Mews | ] View 0 Comments

REPRODUCIBILITY
INITIATIVE

Rewarding Reproducible Research... submit your publication to opt in

Cwer a year ago, | began my mission to improve scientific reproducibility. | created the Reproducibility
Initiative with PLOS, figshare, and Mendeley to provide a mechanism for scientists to independently
replicate findings and be rewarded for doing so. We have made great strides in our effort such as the
validation of more than 1000 antibodies for antibodies-online. However, today is the day that | have made
progress very near and dear to my heart. The Reproducibility Initiative has received a $1.3 million grant

from the Laura and John Amold Foundation to validate 50 landmark cancer biology studies.

Retrac“@? Watch http://blog.scienceexchange.com/



Not Everyone Is Happy

Plant Physiology

PubPeer takes an altogether more sinister tone, however, in its self-
proclaimed authority to represent the scientific community and give
“referees and members of committees for recruitment, promotion or
funding ... [the community’s] opinions about the quality and reliability
of applicants’ research.” Legitimate authority demands consensual
recognition and identity, both currently lacking for PubPeer. As
scientists, we recognize the authority that comes with knowledge and
expertise. We expect the identities of those who wield authority to be

In the public domain.

founders. - : !
® Citing articles via CrossRef

PubPeer operates as a blog on which anyone can post comments, either to a published
article or to comments posted by other participants, and authors may respond. It 1s a bit

Retracti Watch


http://www.plantphysiol.org/content/169/2/907%23fn-3

Not Everyone Is Happy

Retraction Watch

Lawsuit against Ole Miss for rescinded Sarkar job offer dismissed;
briefs filed in PubPeer case

without comments

We recently obtained court documents showing that, in
September, a judge dismissed a lawsuit filed by cancer
researcher Fazlul Sarkar against the University of Mississippi
after it rescinded a job offer after reviewing concerns raised
about his research on PubPeer.

Sarkar’s connection to PubPeer will be familiar to many
readers — he has also taken the site to court to force them to
reveal the identity of the anonymous commenters who have
questioned his findings. He has accused the commenters of
defamation, arguing they cost him the job offer. Today, the
American Civil Liberties Union filed a brief on behalf of




Crime Doesn’t Pay Anymore

Che Des Moines Register

HOME NEWS CAUCUSES SPORTS THINGS TO DO BUSINESS COMMUNITIES OPINION ﬁl:ider

Puetracti%? Watch

Ex-ISU scientist sentenced to 57 months in prison

ﬁ Tony Leys, tleys@dmreg.com
faza W3 | jnz | ¥ o o

Aformer lowa State University scientist whose
fraudulent research cost the govemment millions of
dollars was sentenced Wednesday to four years and
nine months in federal prison.

(FPhoto: Associated Press file photo)

Dong-Pyou Han, 58, admitied he faked results in
AlDS-vaccine experiments, whose supposed
success drew up to 520 million in extra federal arants. The case has made waves
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And No One Wants it To

Retraction watCh Tracking retractions as a wir

Vast majority of Americans want to criminalize data fraud, says
new study

with 17 comments

As Retraction Watch readers know, criminal sanctions for
research fraud are extremely rare. There have been just a
handful of cases — Dong-Pyou Han, Eric Poehlman, and Scott
Reuben, to name several — that have led to prison sentences.

According to a new study, however, the rarity of such cases is
out of sync with with the wishes of the U.S. population:

[Tlhe public overwhelming judges both data fraud
and selective reporting as morally wrong, and
supports a range of serious sanctions for these
behaviors. Most notably, the vast majority of
Americans support criminalizing data fraud, and many also believe the offense deserves a sentence i
of incarceration. 1




Doing The Right Thing Is More Than Its
Own Reward

Retraction Watch Tracking retra

process

Doing the right thing: Scientists reward authors who report their
own errors, says study

with 7 comments

Wee always like to highlight cases in which scientists do the right thing
and retract problematic papers themselwves, rather than being forced to by
editors and publishers. Apparently, according to a new paper by

economists and managerment scholars, scientists reward that sort of S C E N ‘I‘ | F ! C

behavior, too.

The study by Eenjamin lones of the Kellogg School of Management at R E Pg} R T S

Morthwestern University and the NMational Buread of Economic Research
and colleagues, "The Retraction Penalty: Evidence from the Web of
science,” was published yesterday in Scientiffc Repaorts, a Nature
Publishing Group title,

The authors lay out what they do:

In this paper, we draw on all retraction notices in the Web DFSDEncE MDS]I databaz.e We ﬁ:u:u5 on the

Retractigﬁ Watch
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