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RETRACTION WATCH IS APPARENTLY NOT INTERESTED 

IN RETRACTIONS 
Abstract 

Retraction Watch (www.retractionwatch.com) is a blog that focuses on retractions. Surprisingly, hints about 

published retractions, even on a paper dedicated to leaving hints about retractions not yet covered by this blog, are 

not approved. This paper provides evidence of this biased moderation and thus calls into question what the true 

motives of Retraction Watch, and its co-founders, Ivan Oransky and Adam Marcus, are, if not to welcome hat tips 

about published retractions that could educate colleagues and the public. 
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Retraction Watch not interested in tips about retractions 

Retraction Watch1 is a blog that claims to research retractions as a “window into the scientific process”. As the blog 

title suggests, the focus is, or should be, on retractions. As would be logically expected, if the true focus is not on 

retractions, then the title of the blog should be altered. Even though the parent organization of Retraction Watch, 

The Center for Scientific Integrity (CSI)2, a charity, has received US$ 830,000 in charitable donations from two US-

based foundations and one trustee3,4, the co-founder and President of CSI, Dr. Ivan Oransky, still believes that it is 

correct to ask for the free and voluntary services of the public, including the suggestion of information about 

retractions, while still begging publicly for additional monetary support5. Apparently, Rolf Degen6, a relatively 

unknown psychologist of sorts and of no consequential importance, is a major contributor of information and hat 

tips related to retractions for Retraction Watch, leading them to laud him as “one of science publishing’s sentinels”7 

(Fig. 1A), a title that does not seem to be supported by any other literature or organization. There is clear moderation 

bias at Retraction Watch: when Degen Tweets information about a retraction, or when he contacts Retraction Watch 

about a new retraction, he is given red carpet attention and treatment. In fact, there is a page on the Retraction Watch 

blog dedicated to adding information about retractions that have not yet been covered by Retraction Watch. It is 

entitled “Help us”, and states clearly: “With something like 500-600 retractions per year, and a constant flurry of 

publishing news to keep up with, our small staff stays busy – and can’t always immediately post on every new 

retraction that we discover. We’ve created this page to show you some of what’s on our current to-do list. If you 

have any tips for us about the nature of a retraction, expression of concern, or correction you see here — or know of 

any other retractions by the same authors — please let us know in a comment.”8 (Fig. 1B). On at least three 

occasions, information about retractions that have not yet been covered by Retraction Watch, but which would 

surely be of interest to the readers and the public, were left on that page created especially for this purpose (Fig. 1D-

F). However, those suggestions were not approved, even though they were purely factual. In other words, 

suggestions about retractions that had not yet been covered by Retraction Watch were not welcomed, or approved, 

by Retraction Watch. 

 

Interpretation of the Retraction Watch biased moderation 

This odd red-tape, unreasonable, unexplained and inadmissible moderation is of great concern to the scientific 

community who believed that this was a science journalist organization, led by Oransky and his CSI secretary Adam 

Marcus9, that took pride in respecting all scientists’ views and contributions, and that moderated and approved or 

rejected them based on clear, opaque and objective criteria. Instead, Retraction Watch displays, as has been clearly 
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shown in Fig. 1, unfair bias for or against select members of the public, and thus a false sense of fairness, an aspect 

which is essential for good journalism, but which has, through evidence in this letter, not been displayed by 

Retraction Watch. If the objective of Retraction Watch is not to be receptive to information regarding retractions 

that it has not yet covered, then what precisely is the objective and purpose of Retraction Watch? 

 

It is already well known that this web-site or blog exists to smear science and scientists that have made errors in 

their careers, or who hold retractions to their names, in the form of proud public shaming, in their self-proclaimed 

nickname “The Watchdogs”10. It is also abundantly clear that Retraction Watch, which sees massive (in the 

hundreds of thousands) monthly web traffic, serves purely as a fortification to the Oransky journalistic empire he is 

attempting to create, already having, among other journalistic enterprises and positions, another blog, Embargo 

Watch11. And it is also more than abundantly clear that funding in the hundreds of thousands of US dollars are being 

used, not to exclusively create a retraction database, as has been stated publicly on a number of occasions (e.g. 3), 

but instead to support personal endeavors by Ivan Oransky to trumpet his retraction-disguised anti-science rhetoric.12 

 

Ivan Oransky and Adam Marcus have appointed themselves as science watchdogs, but these science watchdogs 

need to be carefully observed and monitored.13 Their self-imposed mandate in science is to verify retractions and 

how these might influence the publishing process. However, with evidence (Fig. 1D-F)8,14 that suggestions about 

retractions are not welcomed by members of the public, or that a biased favoritism is publicly displayed towards 

Rolf Degen (Fig. 1A; for whatever reason), or against me (see disclaimer), or in support of strongly opinionated or 

silly comments that bring no value to the conversation about retractions (Fig. 1C)8, then what is the objective and 

true purpose of this “charity”, and does it truly serve the best interests of science? The latest deviation from the 

central theme of retractions comes in the form of a tongue-in-cheek blog post that might confuse non-native English-

speaking scientists, in fact.15 Can scientists feel that this is a site and organization that merits their trust and respect 

if their opinions – made strictly about retractions – are discarded and moderated out in an act of aggressive (because 

relevant comments are moderated out) journalistic bias? 

 

Disclaimer and conflicts of interest 

The author is not associated with any academic institute, blog or web-site. The author was profiled multiple times, 

often unfairly and considerably aggressively, by Retraction Watch. 

 

Fig. 1 Comments and hat tips related to retractions not yet covered by Retraction Watch are blocked (not 

approved) by Retraction Watch. Why not? (A) Comments and hat tips by Rolf Degen are happily accepted7, 

and even silly comments by herr doktor bimler or strongly opinionated ones by Neuroskeptic, a pseudonymous 

blogger with questionable ethics16 (B), but not retraction-related comments by me (C-E). (C) Comment on 

June 5, 201614 not approved. (D) Comment on October 18, 20168 not approved (comment # 1145202). (E) 

Comment on November 24, 20168 not approved (comment # 1193552). 
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