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Forecast

Background (increasing “retractions;” polarization)
The need for:

 Communicating clearly about the process of protecting the
integrity of scholarly work

* Prompt retraction
» Substance of the retraction/correction

Appropriate coverage of the retraction/correction in the press

Protecting the publication record
* No longer cited
* No longer included in systematic reviews
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Background: Retractions within the Past Decade

* The Retraction Watch Database documents 38,991
retractions, expressions of concern, corrections, and
reinstatements within the past decade (June 17%, 2015
to June 16™, 2025). weracion ot vatsbasevis ey retssciondatabascors/Retractionsearchasp)
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Background

“Although the absolute number of
annual retractions has grown, the
rate of increase has slowed.”

“Much of the rise appears to reflect
improved oversight at a growing
number of journals.”

“Relatively few authors are
responsible for a disproportionate
number of retractions.”

Brainard, ]. & You, ]. “What a massive database of retracted
papers reveals about science publishing’s ‘death penalty,”
Science (2018).

MEWS | SCIENTIFIC COMMUNITY

What a massive database of retracted papers reveals about
science publishing's ‘death penalty’

Better editorial oversight, not more flawed papers, might explain flood of retractions

250CT2018 + BY JEFFREY BRANARD, A YOU
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Background

Commentary

The politicization of retraction

Samuel V. Bruton &
Received 08 Jan 2025, Accepted 23 Apr 2025, Published online: 28 Apr 2025

M) Check for updates

66 Cite this article https://doi-org.proxy.library.upenn.edu/10.1080/08989621.2025.2498428
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ABSTRACT

The retraction of flawed scientific journal articles is one of the most important means by which

mrimmmAllm Al mmvvmcb e D Tha nvmvinilinea camcamciim e bl adk vnbvacbinn e AanmmvAanvinba Aanbhsiadaan flaa

Recently, however, retractions seem to be occurring for political reasons.
This trend is exemplified by recent editorial guidance from Nature and
Human Behavior which advises the retraction of works that risk significant
harm to members of certain social groups.

public trust in science and may encourage scientists to self-censor their work, leading to the under-

exploration of some important scientific issues.

Bruton, S.V. The politicization of retraction. Accountability in Research. (2025).
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Background

= Q HOME EVENTS CONTRIBUTE
Quillette

SCIENCE

When Do Scholarly Retractions Become a Form of

Censorship?

Focusing on the handful of papers that are retracted for political reasons can obscure the more important problems afflicting the
field of academic publishing.

Ivan Oransky
21 APR 2025 - 12 MIN READ

Oransky, I. Why Do Scholarly Retractions Become a Form of Censorship? Quillette https://quillette.com/2025/04 /21 /when-do-scholarly-retractions-become-

a-form-of-censorship/#:~:text=Even%20more%Z20s0%20than%Z20in,science%20at%20Portland%20State%20University. (2025).
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Background: RFK Jr. Calls for “In-House” Publications

A] M( News~¥ Video~v Podcasts Conferencesv Journalsv Events~v

News | Article | May 29, 2025

RFK Jr Suggests Creating “In-House" Publications for Government Scientists

Bonavitacola, J. “RFK Jr Suggests Creating ‘In-House’ Publications for Government Scientists,” The American Journal of Managed Care,
https://www.ajmc.com/view/rfk-jr-suggests-creating-in-house-publications-for-government-scientists, (May 29, 2025).

STAT+ POLITICS

‘Corrupt’ medical journals have to change, RFK Jr. says, or
the NIH will publish in-house

Oza, A. ““Corrupt’ medical journals have to change, RFK Jr. says, or the NIH will publish in-house,” STAT,
https://www.statnews.com/2025/05/27/rtk-jr-says-medical-journals-corrupt-so-nih-may-publish-in-house/ (May 27, 2025).

©® May 29, 2025

Inside

Higher RFK Jr. May Bar Scientists From Publishing in
‘Corrupt’ Journals

Palmer, K. “RFK Jr. May Bar Scientists From Publishing in ‘Corrupt’ Journals,” Inside Higher Ed, https://www.insidehighered.com/news/quick-

takes/2025/05/29/rfk-jr-may-bar-publishing-federal-research-top-journals (May 29, 2025).
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Key Ideas

Background (increasing “retractions;” polarization)
The need for:

 Communicating clearly about the process of protecting the
integrity of scholarly work

* Prompt retraction
» Substance of the retraction/correction

Appropriate coverage of the retraction/correction in the press

Protecting the publication record
* No longer cited
* No longer included in systematic reviews
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Communicating about the process of protecting the integrity of the
scholarly record

Erratum: correction of journal’s production error
Corrigendum: correction of author’s error

Expression of concern: signals that there is a potential issue with a
source (e.g. if an editor receives inconclusive evidence of misconduct,
an investigation into the issue would be unfair or inconclusive)

Retraction: signals that a source is “seriously flawed or erroneous”
and contains “conclusions [that] cannot be relied upon”

OF THE UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA

(Wager, et al,, “Retractions: Guidance from the Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE).” Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE), 2009.)
Note these distinctions do not appear in the 2019 COPE retraction guidance.
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Are other distinctions needed?




How well are these reasons for retraction signaled by the word
“retraction?”

* Three reasons associated with misconduct, as defined by the Office of Science and
Technology in 2000:

— Fake peer reviews

— Fabrication .

— Falsification <

— Plagiarism %’

* Reasons associated with misconduct that do not fall under the federal definition of %
misconduct: 5

— Forged authorship -“:%:

z

o

— Failure to obtain approval from institutional review boards
* Reasons not associated with misconduct:
— Honest error

THE ANNENBERG PUBLIC POLICY CENTER

— Reproducibility issues

(Brainard and You, “What a massive database of retracted papers reveals about science publishing’s ‘death penalty.” Science, 2018)




The need to incentivize correction

“Nearly 40% of retraction notices did not
mention fraud or other kinds of misconduct”

(Brainard and You, “What a massive database of retracted papers reveals
about science publishing’s ‘death penalty.” Science, 2018)

“Reliance on the term ‘retraction’ may create
a disincentive to act in the best interest of
science. The word ‘retraction, with its
negative connotation, covers withdrawal of

scholarship both for inadvertent error and
for misconduct... Alternative nomenclature correction in
such as ‘voluntary withdrawal’ and B
‘withdrawal for cause’ might remove stigma '
from the former while upping it for the

)
latter (Alberts et al., “Self-correction in science at work.” Science, 2015)
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The need to incentivize correction

nature humanbehaviour

“Retractions are a key tool for
maintaining the integrity Of Explore content v About the journal v Publish with us v
the published record. We need [

to recognize and reward Editorial | Published: 16 December 2021
researchers, especially early- Breaking the stigma of retraction
career researchers, who do the [y ey RE Y I R uaen
right thing in coming forward 5091 Accesses | 44 Aftmetri | Metrics

Wlth are qu es t tO re tra Ct Retractions are a key tool for maintaining the integrity of the published record. We need
researc h th at cannot b ere l 1 e d torecognize and reward researchers, especially early-career researchers, who do the

» right thing in coming forward with arequest to retract research that cannot be relied
upon due to honest error.

OF THE UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA

upon due to honest error.

Breaking the stigma of retraction. Nature Human

Behavior 5, 1591 (2021). It is by now common knowledge that, although retractions are overall rare, they have become

https://doi.org/10.1038/541562-021-01266-7. much more frequent in the new millennium. Despite initial alarm, it is also now understood

S
o
©
o
@
=)
2
&)
&)
()
©
©
=)
@
)
L2
D)
T
(@)
(@)
S
(@)
S
£
=

that this is actually a good thing rather than a sign of rampant fraud®: the result of intensified

efforts by journals, scientists and other actors (such as the Committee on Publication Ethics
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or initiatives such as Retraction Watch) to take active steps in a systematic way to ‘clean up’



https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-021-01266-7
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-021-01266-7
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-021-01266-7
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-021-01266-7
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-021-01266-7
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-021-01266-7
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-021-01266-7
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Obokata
Date of publication:
January 29, 2014

The need for prompt retraction

Wakefield

Date of publication:
February 28, 1998

Date of retraction:
July 214, 2014

Date of retraction:
February 274, 2010

THE LANCET

RETRACTED: llealjYymphoid-nodular hyperplasia, non-specific colitis, and
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Nature 505, 641-647 (2014); doi:10.1038/nature12968

Hilgard and Jamieson, “Science as ‘Broken’ Versus Science as ‘Self-Correction” in The Oxford Handbook of the Science of Science Communication, 2017
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The need to communicate that retraction is evidence that error
was caught and remedied

According to the Committee on Publication Ethics, notices of retraction
should:

Be linked to the retracted (i.e., in all online versions)
*  C(learly identify the retracted article (e.g. by including the title and authors in the retraction
headi:

. iy Not included: how the error was nment)
. e pu

;g caught and/or remedied subscribers)
e Stated .

e  State the reason(s) for retraction

*  Beobjective, factual, and avoid inflammatory language

OF THE UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA

(“COPE Retraction guidelines.” COPE Council, 2019)
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The need to communicate that retraction is evidence that error
was caught and remedied

Retraction Watch adds that notices of retraction should:

* Indicate which aspects of the paper are affected (i.e. which specific data or conclusions
are invalid)

* Communicate swiftly to indexes (e.g. PubMed, Thomson Scientific’'s Web of Knowledge)

* ' ly f
e Not included: how the error was g e
] caught and/or remedied

* Indicate whether other papers by the same group will be affected

* Onlyinclude statements about more recent replications if these have been validated by a
third party

* Indicate whether the authors will be sanctioned by the journal

* Indicate whether any lawsuits have been filed regarding the case
(Oransky, “What should an ideal retraction notice look like?” Retraction Watch, 2015)
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Communicating identity of agent
initiating retraction

* Editors should have final say
about the retraction process and
statement

* There are certain instances in
which the journai’s cwner will
1Ssue a retraction

* Importantly, the agent(s)
initiating the retraction must
identify themselves(self) in the
statement of retraction

‘C’OPE

OF THE UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA

COPE Council. COPFE Guidelines: Retraction Guidelincs. November 2019.
https://doi.org/10.24318/cope.£u1Y.1.4
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https://doi.org/10.24318/cope.2019.1.4
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A focus on retraction as self-indictment rather than retraction as
self-correction fueled a 2013-2019 media narrative asserting that
science is broken or in crisis

Briefing | Unreliable research

Trouble at the lab

Scientists like to think of science as self-correcting. To an alarming degree, it
is not

HOW SLOPPY SCIENCE
CREATES WORTHLESS
CURES, CRUSHES HOPE,
AND WASTES BILLIONS

RICHARD HARRIS

OF THE UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA
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Trouble at the lab. The Economist. https://www-economist-
com.proxy.library.upenn.edu/briefing/2013/10/18/trouble-at-the-lab (2013).

Harris, R. Rigor Mortis. Basic Books (2017).
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A focus on retraction as self-indictment rather than retraction as
self-correction fueled a 2013-2019 media narrative asserting that
science is broken or in crisis

CHAPTER

8 Science as “Broken” Versus Science as “Self-
Correcting”: How Retractions and Peer-Review
Problems Are Exploited to Attack Science 8

J h Hilgard, Kathleen Hall Jami
oseph Hilgard, Rathleen Hall Jamieson RESEARCH ARTICLE | SOCIAL SCIENCES | @ f X¥inD3

E:tg::é‘/‘(i:;—org.proxy.library.upenn.edu/lO.1093/oxfordhb/9780190497620.013.9 CriSiS or Self-COI'reCtiO n: Reth i n ki n g m ed ia
Published: 06 June 2017 o . .
narratives about the well-being of science

»] PDF itView " Ann i Permission: har
10 Split Vie otate & Cite  /° Permissions  « Share v Kathleen Hall Jamieson & Authors Info & Affiliations

Edited by Richard M. Shiffrin, Indiana University, Bloomington, IN, and approved September 25, 2017 (received for review June 16, 2017)

Abstract March 12,2018 115(11) 2620-2627 = https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1708276114

A2 23,946 | 39 A [0 » REED

e ~ O @

After showing that the frame “science is broken” is beginning to appear in
mainstream media, this chapter examines the ways in which retractions and
problems in peer review are characterized, both in media and by partisans, as
confirmation that the scientific enterprise is untrustworthy. Media coverage of
two widely reported retractions is examined to determine how the prevalence and
meaning of retractions are framed. The role of the availability heuristic in
prompting overgeneralization of scientific misconduct is noted. To promote trust
in science, ways to communicate a “science as self-correcting” frame and to
convey the rarity of retractions are explored. Abstract

After documenting the existence and exploring some implications of three alternative news

K rds: science as self-correcting, retractions, peer review, media, partisans . . 5 . . . .
eyWorcs & »P ’ » P narratives about science and its challenges, this essay outlines ways in which those who

Subject:REociallisveiolory Y EhclorY communicate science can more accurately convey its investigatory process, self-correcting norms,

Series: Oxford Library of Psychology

Hilgard, ]. & Jamieson, K.H. Science as “Broken” Versus Science as “Self- Jamieson, K.H. Crisis or self-correction: Rethinking media narratives about
Correcting”: How Retractions and Peer-Review Problems Are Exploited the well-being of science. PNAS (2018)

to Attack Science. In Jamieson, K.H. et al. (Eds.) The Oxford Handbook of
the Science of Science Communication. Oxford University Press (2017).

THE ANNENBERG PUBLIC POLICY CENTER
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Unless retraction highlights how the error was caught and/or
remedied, media coverage will focus on the problem

APPC Science Media Monitor analyzed 234 news pieces from 2016 to 2019
covering the retraction of three scientific publications.

*  Why: 92% of sources noted the Reporting on Retractions in Print and Online Media
reason for retraction | T
*  How: 38% indicated how the error
was identified """go
e Actions taken: 3% described actons aken | 1%
measures the scientific community 0.4% 1.7%
o o o o o Self-correction "
is taking to avoid similar errors
* Self-correction: 3% noted that avoid “crisis”  |JEEEN

retractions are evidence of science
as a self-correcting process
*  Avoid “crisis”: 95% avoided arguing

Total m

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 90%

% of total media pieces (n=234)

t h at science IS In Crisis [l Lonnstedt and Ekldv retraction Wansink retractions [l Anversa retractions

“Problems Explored: Media Coverage of Science Identifies Problems - and Solutions” Annenberg Public Policy Center, 2020.
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Indicators of whether retractions protect the publication record:
citations

“Retraction led to a decrease in average
annual citation frequency from about 5
before, to 2 citations after retraction... Put
differently, we found only a limited effect of
retraction: retraction decreased citation
frequency only by about 60%, as compared
to non-retracted papers. Thus, retracted
papers often live on.”

Kiihnberger, et al., “Self-correction in science: The effect of retraction on
frequency of citations.” PLoS One, 2022

» Supplementary Materials

» Data Availability Statement

OF THE UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA

=
©)
©
&
=
o
)
(©]
o
)
=)
oL
(@)
S
)
S
s
©
=)
(@

he citation

etraction dec d

d papers. Thus, retracted pape

ez,
=
=
Z
5
)
>~
=
—
o
=
S
=
[~
-
-
2
o
=]
Z
i
Z
p
<
=3
w
=




Indicators of whether retractions protect the publication record:
citations

“[R]etracted papers receive more attention after publication not only on social media
but also, on heavily curated platforms, such as news outlets and knowledge
repositories, amplifying the negative impact on the public.”

“[R]etraction is not an effective tool to reduce online attention to problematic
papers.”

Peng, H. Romero, D.M., & Horvat, E. “Dynamics of cross-platform attention to retracted papers,” PNAS119 (25)
€2119086119, https://doi.org/10.1073 /pnas.2119086119 (2022).
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https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2119086119

Indicators of whether retractions protect the publication record in
systematic reviews

Journal of
Clinical
Epidemiology

ORIGINAL ARTICLE

Retracted randomized controlled trials were cited and not corrected in

Retracted randomized controlled trials were cited and not corrected 1n

systematic reviews and clinical practice guidelines

“Division of Rehabilitation, Department of Clinical Practice and Support. Hiroshine University Hospital, Kesun Minami-ku, Hiroshima 734-8551.
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(Kataoka, et al., “Retracted randomized controlled trials were cited and not corrected in systematic reviews and clinical practice guidelines.” Journal of Clinical
Epidemiology, 2022)




Key Ideas

Background (increasing “retractions;” polarization)
The need for:

 Communicating clearly about the process of protecting the
integrity of scholarly work

* Prompt retraction
» Substance of the retraction/correction

Appropriate coverage of the retraction/correction in the press

Protecting the publication record
* No longer cited
* No longer included in systematic reviews
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