
Especially in the health and medical sciences scientific misconduct can lead to severe damage.
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The screenshot is taken from the Retraction Watch Blog. They counted 70 retracted papers on 
COVID-19 by the end of 2020. They continued counting: today you can find more than 200 retracted 
articles on COVID-19. Regarding the terminology: Articles are retracted if they contain mistakes that 
cannot be easily corrected or research misconduct; if mistakes can be corrected a correction notice is 
published. If there is a initial suspicion by the editorial board that an article might contain research 
misconduct, an expression of concern is published.
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The problem is: Retracted articles still gain a lot of attention – even post-retraction.
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And: They still receive citations even post-retraction. In general a retraction has also a 
positive aspect because it shows that the self-cleaning of scientific communication of a 
respective discipline does work. A retraction is a signal to the scientific community: Please 
do not use the results in the article anymore because they can no longer be considered as 
state-of-the-art. Therefore retracted articles should not be cited. This is a problem which 
does not only affect COVID-19 papers but also articles from other scientific domains as well 
– as you can infer from the references on the left.
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Another problem: Retractions cause financial damage, e.g. for funders which finance 
projects these retracted articles are emanating from. Please note that the slide only shows 
the financial damage to one funder - and only to a funder, not to society in general. And 
only financial damage – not other damage it can cause, too.
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In general „good research practice“ and „scientific misconduct“ are considered as two sides 
of the same coin. If you follow the rules of good research practice you do not commit 
scientific misconduct and when you commit scientific misconduct, you are no longer on the 
path to good scientific practice. However…
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… as always: Reality is a bit more complicated. On the one hand, there is scientific misconduct which 
is mostly planned and contains fraud and lack of honesty. Both are sanctioned, e.g. with retractions. 
And there are honest errors and irregular behaviour (e.g. PI does not supervise his/her PhD students). 
This is are not planned because of lack of awareness and often not sanctioned. They can rather be 
considered as lack of good research practice than severe misconduct. There is a range of behaviour, 
so to speak.
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These are the five types of misconduct. But…
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…again: Reality is a bit more complicated: Again, even for misconduct the motivations can vary. 
Especially with regard to plagiarism und authorship issues. There can be deliberate misconduct but it 
can also be committed due to lack of awareness or lack of rigour. This holds also true for publishing in 
predatory journals: If it is done deliberately to avoid peer review, then it is considered as scientific 
misconduct. If researchers just fall prey due to a lack of awareness, it is considered as a lack of good 
research practice.
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The screenshot on the left is taken from an IAP report. It cites a study conducted by The 
Economist. They identified 13,000 predatory journals in 2020. The information provider 
Cabells which assesses journals by criteria in order to put them either on a positive or a 
negative list which libraries can subscribe to, identified more than 15,000 predatory 
journals for this year. As you can see from the screenshot as well, the health sciences are 
heavily affected.
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Here are some comments on why researchers publish in predatory journals.
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Here are results from a study investigating research misconduct.
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Selected results from studies dealing with research misconduct.
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Hurdles to good research practice and reproducible research (an essential part of good research 
practice).
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What is suggested to overcome these problems and what research libraries can do for 
support to overcome these problems (will be enlarged on in the next slides).
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Research libraries can offer training and education to build awareness, e.g. with regard to 
predatory publishing.
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Another suggestion how research libraries can support good research practice and help to 
fight research misconduct.
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Further suggestion on the role of research libraries. Suggestions for services are in the 
green box.
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General suggestion: Research libraries should help with data curation because well 
described data is also part of good research practice.
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What can be done with regard to reforming research practices and research 
communication? What we can see especially from the retracted articles on COVID-19 is 
that sunlight seems to be the best disinfectant. Which means: The more open research is 
and the larger the extent to which the community is included, the faster severe errors or 
misconduct got detected – sometimes within hours and a few days.
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This is taken from a study on peer review and the role it can play to fight misconduct. All 
suggestions relate to more openness in the research process which brings us to the topic of 
“open science”.

21



This is the general concept of open science. In general it means that the whole research 
cycle is opened up at its various stages. Please note that this is an ideal description.
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Taken from a report of a working group for the EC: research integrity/ good research 
practice go hand in hand with open science.
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But: We also need a reform of the incentive system: researchers must be rewarded for 
open and good research practices and not only for output and impact. The excerpt from the 
report of the EC shows that in this respect progress is rather slow although there are 
initiatives to reform the incentive system.
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Study that shows that research assessment is still focused on traditional indicators such as 
number of publications and Impact Factor. There is some progress with regard to open 
access publishing but in general indicators on openness play hardly any role. The study 
deals with German medical centres.
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But also on an international level we see a similar picture: There is a focus is on traditional 
criteria in research assessment.
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When reforming the assessment system you have to become aware of what you want to 
incentivise and how – and researchers should participate in the reforming process.
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Policies can be categorized differently. They have multiple functions.
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Suggestions from the LIBER Open Science Roadmap on what research libraries can do to 
support open science.

29



To sum up: With regard to scientific misconduct policies can help to influence behaviour but 
their compliance needs to be monitored. Openness can also help to fight scientific 
misconduct along with an incentive system that rewards openness and good research 
practice. Training and building awareness can help to avoid errors and irregular behaviour. 
Open methods can help to detect errors as early as possible, policies can provide 
orientation. Research libraries can help with education and training as well as with 
supporting open science/ good research practice initiatives together with the researchers. 
And they can (and already do) provide infrastructure for open and good research practices.
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