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Abstract 

News and social media are widely used to disseminate science, but do they also help raise 

awareness of problems in research? This study investigates whether high levels of news and 

social media attention might accelerate the retraction process and increase the visibility of 

retracted articles. To explore this, we analyzed 15,642 news mentions, 6,588 blog mentions, 

and 404,082 X mentions related to 15,461 retracted articles. Articles receiving high levels of 

news and X mentions were retracted more quickly than non-mentioned articles in the same 

broad field and with comparable publication years, author impact, and journal impact. However, 
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this effect was not statistically signicant for articles with high levels of blog mentions. Notably, 

articles frequently mentioned in the news experienced a significant increase in annual citation 

rates after their retraction, possibly because media exposure enhances the visibility of retracted 

articles, making them more likely to be cited. These findings suggest that increased public 

scrutiny can improve the efficiency of scientific self-correction, although mitigating the 

influence of retracted articles remains a gradual process. 
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1. Introduction 

Despite peer review and editorial oversight, problematic academic research continues to be 

published, including with issues due to misconduct, mistakes, or reliance on flawed prior 

research. Whilst automated tools have been developed to detect issues like text plagiarism 

(Wager, 2011) and image falsification (Bik et al., 2016), many problems require human 

intervention to identify, and some editors may need encouragement to engage in the often time-

consuming process of initiating a retraction. The need for retraction may be flagged by the 

authors themselves or by other academics on post-publication review platforms like PubPeer. 

In some cases, flawed articles – such as those employing artificial intelligence to generate 

content (Zhang et al., 2024) or figures (Guo et al., 2024) – have been retracted following public 

discussion in the news or on social media. However, it remains unclear whether these instances 

represent exceptional cases or whether media and social media attention serve as a broader 

mechanism for post-publication correction of the scientific record. 

Retraction serves as “a mechanism for correcting the literature and alerting readers to 

articles that contain such seriously flawed or erroneous content or data that their findings and 

conclusions cannot be relied upon” (COPE Council, 2019). Ideally, retractions should help 

reduce or halt the spread of misinformation originating from flawed articles. The extent to 

which retraction achieves this goal can be examined from two key perspectives: the timeliness 

and the effectiveness of retraction decisions. Retraction time lag – the duration between the 

publication of a flawed article and its subsequent retraction – is important, because delayed 

retractions allow misinformation to persist unchallenged for longer periods. Retraction 

effectiveness can be partly measured by post-retraction citations. Continued citations after an 

article has been retracted suggest that the retraction may not have fully curtailed its influence, 



 

3 

 

assuming that these citations are not solely due to publication delays of citing articles or 

academic discussions explicitly acknowledging the retraction. Both the timeliness and 

effectiveness of retractions contribute to mitigating the negative impact of flawed articles 

(Zheng et al., 2024). 

1.1 Factors influencing retraction time lags and post-retraction citations 

Two factors associated with retraction delay lengths have been identified. Unsurprisingly, 

articles retracted due to misconduct have significantly longer retraction time lags (28.4-39.6 

months) than those retracted for unintentional mistakes (22.7-24.0 months) (Nath et al., 2006; 

Steen, 2011). Whilst earlier studies found no correlation between journal impact factors and 

retraction time lags (Rai & Sabharwal, 2017), more recent research suggests that articles 

published in journals with higher impact factors have shorter retraction time lags (Madhugiri 

et al., 2021), perhaps due to such journals having greater resources to cope with retractions 

efficiently or stronger reputational incentives to address problematic publications promptly. 

For post-retraction citations, previous research indicates that the later a paper is retracted, 

the more cited it tends to be (Sotudeh et al., 2022). Moreover, articles retracted due to 

plagiarism receive more post-retraction citations than those retracted due to falsification or 

fabrication (Dal-Ré & Ayuso, 2021). Additionally, retractions in journals with higher impact 

factors tend to attract more post-publication citations. For example, retracted articles from Q1 

journals in the Journal Citation Reports initially have a rapid decline in citations following 

retraction, but this is often followed by a subsequent increase (Fu, 2016a, 2016b). Perhaps 

surprisingly, the number of retractions associated with an author does not seem to influence 

their post-retraction citations, however (Steen, 2012). 

1.2 News and social media attention towards retracted articles 

Whilst news and social media can both spread and counter misinformation (Akeriwe et al., 

2023; Goel & Gupta, 2020), few studies have investigated their role in the discussion or 

dissemination of problematic articles (Khan et al., 2022), except in the context of COVID-19. 

This is an important gap, as news and social media coverage may influence not only the general 

public (Dempster et al., 2022; Ecker & Antonio, 2021) but also the scientific community. 

During the COVID-19 pandemic, news and social media coverage of subsequently retracted 

articles contributed to widespread misunderstandings about the virus amongst healthcare 

professionals, patients, and the broader public (Caceres et al., 2022). For instance, several 

articles about the side effects of COVID-19 vaccines were retracted due to unreliable data 
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sources (Walach et al., 2021), but they continued to be cited by anti-vaccine advocates as 

evidence to oppose government mandates for nationwide vaccination (Brüssow, 2021; Prieto 

Curiel & González Ramírez, 2021). 

A vast majority of retracted articles, along with their corresponding retraction notices, are 

discussed on social media after retraction (Serghiou et al., 2021). On platforms like X, 

retraction-related posts receive significantly more engagement – measured by likes, retweets, 

and comments – than comparable non-retracted articles (Dambanemuya et al., 2024; Peng et 

al., 2022; Serghiou et al., 2021). Notably, retracted articles tend to attract more attention than 

their official retraction notices (Serghiou et al., 2021). Highly cited retracted articles continue 

to attract considerable attention across social media platforms such as X, Facebook, and 

Mendeley, even after their retraction, highlighting their persistent influence (Jan & Zainab, 

2018; Khan et al., 2022).  

1.3 Objevtives of this study 

Despite the brief summary of factors related to retraction time lags and post-retraction citations 

provided above, no studies appear to have specifically investigated the influence of news and 

social media discussions on retraction time lags and post-retraction citations. This study 

investigates whether frequent news and social media attention associates with a reduced 

influence of retracted articles. To address this question, we collected news and social media 

mentions for a set of retracted articles, divided into highly mentioned and non-mentioned 

groups, both before and after retraction. We then compared retraction time lags and post-

retraction citation counts between these groups to identify any potential associations. The 

research questions (RQs) are as follows: 

⚫ RQ1: Do articles with greater news and social media attention before retraction get 

retracted more quickly?  

⚫ RQ2: Do the citation rates of articles with greater post-retraction news and social media 

attention decline more rapidly? 

 

2. Data and methods 
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2.1 Research workflow 

The overall research design was to compare differences in retraction speed and post-retraction 

academic impact between articles that received high versus no mentions in news and social 

media.  

First, we collected pre- and post-retraction mention counts from news outlets, blogs, and 

X (formerly Twitter) for a set of retracted articles. Based on these mentions, the articles were 

categorized into two groups: highly mentioned articles (treatment group) and non-mentioned 

articles (control group). This classification was performed separately for pre- and post-

retraciton mentions.  

Second, to ensure comparability between the two groups, we employed the coarsened 

exact matching (CEM) method to select articles with similar characteristics from the highly 

and non-mentioned groups within both the pre- and post-retraction datasets.  

Finally, we conducted two key analyses: (1) we compared the retraction time lag between 

highly and non-mentioned articles in the pre-retraction set; (2) we used a zero-inflated negative 

binomial regression model to analyze differences in pre‐ and post‐citation changes between the 

two groups in the post-retraction set. These analyses allowed us to assess potential associations 

between news and social media attention and the effectiveness of retraction (Figure 1). 
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Figure 1. Overall research workflow. The study categorizes retracted articles into twelve groups 

based on their level of media mentions (high or none) across three media sources (news, blogs, and X) 

both before and after retraction. 

 

2.2 Data collection 

We used the scientific retraction-focused site Retraction Watch (https://retractiondatabase.org) 

to obtain a list of 15,461 retracted articles originally published between 2012 and 2021, along 

with their corresponding retraction notices. Retracted articles without retraction notices (2%) 

were excluded from the analysis. We also excluded bulk retractions,  focusing exclusively on 

individually retracted articles. This decision was made because bulk retractions typically stem 

from a single underlying reason, rendering them non-independent events. Including such cases 

could introduce bias and compromise the accuracy of the analysis. Bulk retractions are 

instances where multiple scientific publications are retracted from a journal or conference 

https://retractiondatabase.org/
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simultaneously or within a short period. If a retraction notice includes two or more retracted 

articles, we classify it as a bulk retraction. 

The majority of the retracted articles in our dataset are journal articles (Table 1), and 

falsification and manipulation is the most common retraction reason (Table 2).  

 

Table 1. Document types of retracted articles. 

Article type Number Percentage 

Journal article 12,826 83.0% 

Conference paper 1,209 7.8% 

Other 1,426 9.2% 

 

Table 2. Retraction reasons of retracted articles. The categorization of retraction reasons follows Zheng 

& Fu (2024). Some articles were retracted for multiple reasons.  

Retraction reason Number Percentage 

Falsification and manipulation 3,908 25.3% 

Mistakes 3,287 21.3% 

Self-plagiarism 2,991 19.3% 

Plagiarism 1,327 8.6% 

Authorship issues 769 5.0% 

Ethical issues 585 3.8% 

Reasons not available or uncategorizable 4,423 28.6% 

 

We used DOI searches to collect the number of mentions of the retracted articles and their 

corresponding retraction notices in news outlets, blogs, and X, as recorded by Altmetric.com 

until November 2022. These three sources of altmetric attention are among the primary 

channels through which articles are likely to be disseminated (Fang et al., 2020; Trueger et al., 

2015). It should be acknowledged that although Altmetric.com is one of the largest publicly 

available sources for tracking online attention (Karmakar et al., 2021; Meschede & Siebenlist, 

2018), its coverage may be incomplete, likely biased towards English-language sources, and 

concentrated on platforms that support automated data extraction. 

To quantify post-retraction attention, we collected mentions of both the retracted articles 

and their corresponding retraction notices. The combined number of mentions was used as a 

measure of the visibility of retractions (Haunschild & Bornmann, 2021). Although mentions of 

retraction notices differ conceptually from mentions of retracted articles, in practice virtually 

all post-retraction mentions of retraction notices allude directly or indirectly to the retracted 

articles. Therefore, combining the two provides a more comprehensive measure of post-

retraction attention.  
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Metadata and citation counts for the retracted articles were gathered from the OpenAlex 

database via DOI searches conducted in August 2024. OpenAlex offers coverage comparable 

to that of the Web of Science and Scopus (Alperin et al., 2024; Culbert et al., 2024). The 

publication dates and retraction dates extracted from metadata were used to distinguish 

between pre- and post-retraciton phases for the retracted articles. Overall, the dataset comprised 

10,671 news mentions, 2,674 blog mentions, and 288,357 X mentions before retraction; and 

4,971 news mentions, 3,914 blog mentions, and 115,725 X mentions after retraction. 

Although retracted articles generally attract considerable news and social media attention 

(Peng et al., 2022; Serghiou et al., 2021), there are still over half of them were not mentioned 

(Table 3), at least according to Altmetric.com, though Altmetric.com cannot track all news and 

social media mentions (Karmakar et al., 2021). Fewer than 10% of retracted articles were 

mentioned by news outlets before or after retraction, whereas more than 40% had at least one 

X mention before or after retraction. 

 

Table 3. Number and percentage of retracted articles with different media mentions (2012-2021). 

Mention category 
Mentioned by 

news (%) 

Mentioned by 

blogs (%) 

Mentioned by X 

(%) 

Mentioned by 

one of them (%) 

Before retraction 689 (4.5%) 1,083 (7.0%) 4,532 (29.3%) 5,033 (32.6%) 

After retraction 587 (3.8%) 1,873 (12.1%) 3,233 (20.9%) 4,219 (27.3%) 

Before or after 

retraction 
1,013 (6.6%) 2,484 (16.1%) 6,186 (40.0%) 7,125 (46.1%) 

 

2.3 Matching control and treatment groups 

Retracted articles with news, blog, or X mentions exceeding a predefined threshold before 

retraction were classified as highly news/blog/X-mentioned articles, while those receiving no 

mentions in Altmetric.com were classified as non-mentioned articles. This classification 

process was repeated separately for articles after retraction, generating 12 sets of retracted 

articles (six pre-retraction and six post-retraction). Since media attention can change over time, 

there may be overlapping retracted articles between the two phases. For instance, an article 

categorized as non-mentioned before retraction could become highly mentioned after retraction, 

leading to potential overlap between the pre-and post-retraction sets. An article was classified 

as highly mentioned if its number of mentions on a given platform ranked within the top 30% 

of all retracted articles for that platform. Table 4 presents the specific threshold values used for 

classification. 
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Table 4. Number of highly mentioned articles and thresholds for high news, blog, and X mentions. 

Phase Number of articles with 

high news mentions 

(threshold for high news 

mentions)  

Number of articles with 

high blog mentions 

(threshold for high blog 

mentions) 

Number of articles with 

high X mentions (threshold 

for high X mentions) 

Before retraction 169 (≥9) 291 (≥2) 1,003 (≥4) 

After retraction 144 (≥4) 193 (≥3) 793 (≥4) 

 

However, it would be inappropriate to directly compare all highly mentioned articles to 

all non-mentioned articles, as the two groups likely differ in key characteristics. For example, 

highly mentioned articles are more likely to be published in high-impact journals or be more 

recent publications. To address this, we applied coarsened exact matching (CEM) to construct 

a matched control group of non-mentioned retracted articles for each of the six highly 

mentioned article sets.  

Although several matching methods can perform this task, such as propensity score 

matching (Rosenbaum & Rubin, 1983) and entropy balancing matching (Hainmueller, 2012), 

CEM was selected for its ability to control covariates to approximate or exact equality 

(Blackwell et al., 2009). CEM attempts to make treatment and control groups comparable by 

matching them for a set of covariates. It transforms continuous covariates into discrete 

categories and then identifies exact matches within these categories, helping to achieve a more 

precise balance (Iacus et al., 2012). However, due to the requirement for exact matching within 

the coarsened intervals, unmatched samples are discarded, potentially resulting in significant 

sample attrition, particularly when the number of covariates is large or when the coarsened 

intervals are overly fine-grained. To mitigate this issue, we selected the following four key 

covariates and controlled the coarsened intervals within reasonably narrow ranges: 

⚫ Subject field: The influence of retraction on articles may vary between fields. We 

controlled the subject fields of the treatment and control groups to be identical. We used 

the “Fields” classification in OpenAlex1, which has 26 broad categories. This level of 

granularity seemed appropriate. Although more granular classifications are available (e.g., 

252 subfields, 4,516 topics in OpenAlex), choosing these would make it difficult to match 

other covariates effectively.  

 
1 https://help.openalex.org/hc/en-us/articles/24736129405719-Topics 

https://help.openalex.org/hc/en-us/articles/24736129405719-Topics


 

10 

 

⚫ Publication year: Publications from earlier periods may have undergone less stringent 

review processes or been disseminated through narrower channels, potentially leading to 

prolonged delays in the recognition of issues necessitating retraction. These delays could 

result in a retraction pattern that contrasts significantly with that of more recent articles 

(Van Noorden, 2011). We therefore ensured that the publication years of the treatment and 

control groups differed by no more than two years, following the matching methodology 

of Peng et al. (2022). While controlling for the same publication year would have been 

ideal, it would severely reduce the sample size given the need to balance other covariates, 

undermining the statistical robustness of the results.  

⚫ Journal citation rate: The level of attention varies between journals, with articles in higher-

impact journals generally attract more media attention and citations after retraction 

(Nabavi, 2022). In this study, we controlled for journal impact using the rank percentile of 

the total citations-to-publications ratio of the publishing journal prior to the article’s 

publication. Rank percentiles were preferred over absolute values because the latter varied 

widely, which could hinder effective matching. The difference in journal citation rate rank 

percentiles between the treatment and control groups was controlled to within 20%. 

⚫ Citations of most-cited author: An author’s reputation can also influence the impact of a 

retraction (Trikalinos et al., 2008). Articles by authors with substantial reputations may 

take longer to be retracted and may continue to receive citations even after retraction. In 

this study, authors’ reputation for an article was measured by the citation rank percentile 

of its most-cited author, determined by this author’s position among the most-cited authors 

of all retracted articles. The citation data was obtained from OpenAlex in August 2024. 

The difference in rank percentiles of citation counts for the most-cited author between the 

treatment and control groups was kept within 20%, following the methodology of Peng et 

al. (2022). 

After applying CEM, we assessed the balance of covariates between the control and 

treatment groups. We observed an improvement in balance, as evidenced by reductions in the 

L1 distances of covariates after matching (Appendix Tables A1 and A2). 

The retraction time lag was included as a covariate in the After retraction part (Figure 1), 

as it might also influence the citations of articles (Sotudeh et al., 2022). The difference in 

retraction time lag between the treatment and control groups was controlled to within two years. 
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We used a one-to-three matching approach, where each highly mentioned retracted article was 

matched with three non-mentioned retracted articles both before and after retraction. 

The descriptive statistics for the aforementioned variables are presented in Table 5. The 

average retraction time lag for articles in our dataset is approximately 2.5 years.   

 

Table 5. Descriptive statistics of retracted articles (n = 15,461). 

Variable Mean Str. Err. Min Max 

Publication year 2017.754 0.023 2012 2021 

Retraction year 2020.267 0.022 2012 2024 

Retraction time lag (days) 917.903 6.238 1 4335 

Average journal citation rate 13.726 0.122 0 268.159 

Most-cited author’s total citations (in the 

year before article publication) 
864.927 29.294 0 64170 

 

2.4 Media attention and retraction time lags 

To examine the association between the level of news and social media attention and the 

retraction time lag, we initially applied the Shapiro-Wilk test to assess the normality of the 

retraction time lag data. We found that the data did not exhibit a normal distribution; therefore,  

we employed the Wilcoxon signed-rank test to evaluate the statistical significance of the 

differences in retraction time lags between highly and non-mentioned articles. 

2.5 Media attention and post-retraction citation changes  

To examine the association between the level of post-retraction news and social media attention 

and the effectiveness of retractions – as reflected by descreased citation rates –we constructed 

regression models for analysis.  

To determine the appropriate regression model, we first tested for zero inflation in the 

citation data. The proportion of zero citations in news, blogs, and X was 39.9%, 44.1%, and 

46.4%, respectively, indicating a significant degree of zero inflation that could compromise the 

assumptions of conventional count data models. Instead, a zero-inflated regression model was 

deemed more appropriate.  

Since the dependent variable – citation counts – is a non-negative count variable, the two 

most commonly used regression models for such data are Poisson regression and negative 

binomial regression. To determine the better fit for this study, we conducted an overdispersion 

test on the citation count data (Table 6). The natural logarithm of the dispersion parameter (𝛼) 

was significantly greater than 1 in the zero-inflated negative binomial regression models for 



 

12 

 

citations of articles with high and no mentions in news, blogs, and X, indicating that the citation 

data exhibit overdispersion. This suggests that the zero-inflated negative binomial (ZINB) 

regression model is more suitable than the zero-inflated Poisson (ZIP) regression model. We 

further evaluated goodness-of-fit metrics, which also indicated that the ZINB model showed a 

superior fit compared to the ZIP model (Appendix Table A3). Therefore, we selected ZINB 

regression models for citation analysis. 

 

Table 6. Overdispersion test results for the citation data. 

Citation counts 𝛼 (s.e.) p-value 

Articles with high and no news mentions 2.244 (0.113) 0.000 

Articles with high and no blog mentions 2.461 (0.112) 0.000 

Articles with high and no X mentions 2.392 (0.066) 0.000 

 

ZINB regression models account for overdispersion and excess zeros in count data, 

providing more accurate estimates compared to standard models. ZINB regression models 

separate the data into two processes: one for generating zeros and the other for modeling count 

values, improving model fit and interpretation (Greene, 1994). In this study, excess zeros can 

be interpreted as “non-citable” aritcles – those that may not be cited due to being outdated or 

having a niche topic, rather than articles that simply have not yet been cited but might be in the 

future. One limitation of this approach is the potential for endogenous influences –   articles 

with certain characteristics may be more likely to get cited, leading to biased estimates. To 

address this issue, we employed the CEM method to control for key characteristics of the 

treatment and control groups, thereby mitigating potential biases. This is necessarily 

approximate for citations due to publication delays, since a published citation may appear long 

after a retraction, even if added to an article long before the retraction.  

The variables included in our regression models are listed in Table 7. The coefficient of 

the Group × Post interaction term is the main focus of this study, as it captures the difference 

in citation changes before and after retraction between highly mentioned and non-mentioned 

articles. To refine the model, we set Post as the zero-inflation term to help identify two 

mechanisms within the data: one representing the high probability of zero citations due to 

retraction, and the other involving the count component to explain normal citation variations. 

This allows for a more accurate analysis of the actual changes in citations after retraction. 

 

Table 7. Variables used in the ZINB regression model to investigate factors influencing citation 
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counts. 

Variables Explanation 

Citation counts Dependent variable. The number of citations the article 

received in a specific year. 

Group × Post Interaction term. Measures the difference in pre- and post-

retraction citation changes between highly mentioned and non-

mentioned articles. 

Group Binary variable indicating whether the article was highly 

mentioned by news outlets or social media. 

Post Binary variable indicating whether the article was retracted in a 

specific year. 

Publication year Year in which the retracted article was originally published. 

Retraction time lag Number of days between the article’s publication and its 

retraction. 

Journal citation rate Ratio of citations to publications for the journal in which the 

article was published, measured prior to the article’s 

publication. 

Citations of most-cited author Total citations received by the most-cited author of the article, 

measured one year prior to the article’s publication. 

 

3. Results 

3.1 Do articles with high pre-retraction news and social media attention get retracted faster? 

Retracted articles with high pre-retraction attention from news outlets, blogs, or X were 

generally retracted more quickly than those without such attention. The difference was 

statistically significant for news and X, but not for blogs (Figure 2). This finding is intuitive, 

as articles that attract high levels of media attention are more likely to be scrutinized and 

discussed publicly, potentially leading to the faster identification of issues in the research 

(Haunschild & Bornmann, 2021; Zheng et al., 2024). News outlets have the potential to reach 

a wider audience, and X provides a faster and more direct platform for scientific discussions, 

allowing for swift detection and dissemination of concerns regarding problematic research. 

While the same may be true for blogs, their lack of a significant effect on retraction speed may 

primarily be due to smaller sample sizes instead of weaker or non-existent associations. 
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Figure 2. Mean retraction time lag (in days) for highly mentioned versus non-mentioned articles in 

news, blogs, or X. Note: *p = 0.05; **p = 0.01; ***p=0.001; the same below. 

 

We examined several hypotheses to investigate why blog mentions might have little 

influence on retraction speed. To explore this, we analyzed the sentiment of mentions in news, 

blogs, and X using the SentiStrength software to determine whether they included negative 

commentary about the retracted articles. SentiStrength, which uses a dictionary-based approach, 

is designed to detect sentiment expressed in social media texts (Thelwall et al., 2010, 2012). It 

utilizes a dictionary of sentiment terms, emoticons, and additional rules to identify more 

complex expressions of sentiment, such as negation. We found that most mentions before 

retraction across news, blogs, and X were indeed negative, as classified by SentiStrength (Table 

8), suggesting that they likely discussed problems with the articles, potentially speeding up the 

retraction process.  

 

Table 8. Proportion of articles with negative mentions in news, blogs, and X before retraction. 

Source Proportion of negative mentions 

News 151/169 (89.3%) 

Blogs 228/291 (78.4%) 

X 705/1,003 (70.3%) 
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Additionally, we investigated the distribution of retraction reasons among retracted 

articles (Table 9). Our findings indicate that highly mentioned articles in news, blogs, and X 

were more frequently associated with mistakes (60.9%, 44.0%, and 37.7%, respectively) – a 

reason that tends to be linked to faster retractions, as reflected by shorter retraction time lags. 

Compared to non-mentioned articles, highly mentioned articles had a lower proportion of 

retraction reasons associated with longer retraction time lags, such as self-plagiarism, 

falsification and manipulation. The absence of a significant effect for blogs on retraction speed 

may be because blogs tend to focus more on misconduct-related retractions rather than 

retractions due to mistakes. Since misconduct-related retractions typically require longer 

investigative processes, involving author disputes and journal-led investigations, these 

retractions tend to be slower, as reflected in the mean retraction time lag column in Table 9. 

 

Table 9. Proportion of retraction reasons for highly mentioned and non-mentioned retracted articles in 

news, blogs, or X. The total percentage exceeds 100%, as some articles were retracted for multiple 

reasons. 

 % of reasons of retraction  

 News Blogs X  

Retractrion reason 

highly 

mention

ed 

non-

mention

ed 

highly 

mention

ed 

non-

mention

ed 

highly 

mention

ed 

non-

mention

ed 

Mean 

retraction 

time lag 

(day) 

Self-plagiarism 4.1% 17.9% 8.2% 21.2% 14.2% 22.9% 1291.12 

Falsification and 

manipulation 
6.5% 16.8% 14.8% 20.0% 11.9% 22.1% 1141.68 

Reasons not 

available or 

uncategorizable 

22.5% 28.6% 25.1% 29.9% 28.4% 27.2% 1005.92 

Authorship issues 1.8% 4.1% 1.7% 4.9% 3.0% 5.9% 903.82 

Ethical issues 5.9% 4.3% 7.6% 4.0% 5.4% 5.0% 856.87 

Plagiarism 0.6% 5.1% 5.2% 6.9% 6.4% 6.8% 820.00 

Mistakes 60.9% 32.0% 44.0% 23.8% 37.7% 24.8% 783.13 
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3.2 Do citations to articles with high news and social media attention decline more rapidly 

after retraction? 

Before analysing post-retraction citation trend, a parallel trends test was conducted to examine 

whether pre-retraction citation trajectories for highly mentioned and non-mentioned articles 

followed similar patterns. The results (Appendix Figure A1) indicate that pre-retraction citation 

trends did not significantly differ between highly mentioned and non-mentioned articles in 

news, blogs, and X, as confirmed by the regression model results (Appendix Table A4). This 

suggests that any post-retraction differences in citations can be reasonably associated with, if 

not attributed to, the level of news and social media attention. 

The original citation counts of both highly mentioned or non-mentioned articles in news 

and social media followed similar trends: low annual citation counts prior to retraction, a 

sudden and significant increase in citations during the year of retraction, followed by a gradual 

year-by-year decline (Figure 3a). The abnormal citation rise in the retraction year has also been 

observed in Lu et al. (2013) and Sotudeh et al. (2022), and may be due to the “cited time lag” 

– the delay between adding a reference to an academic paper and its formal publication in a 

journal (Jiang et al., 2023).  

Given the zero inflation and overdispersion in citation data, raw citation counts may not 

fully reflect actual citation patterns. Therefore, we applied the ZINB regression model for 

further analysis. The results of the regression models show that highly mentioned articles 

undergo an increase in average citation counts after retraction, whereas the average citation 

counts of non-mentioned articles do not demonstrate significant changes following retraction 

(Figure 3b). This pattern may be due to the greater visibility of highly mentioned articles, which 

attract more citations (Özkent, 2022). Researchers may cite these highly mentioned retracted 

articles after their retraction to engage in discussions or offer critiques (Tang, 2023). 
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Figure 3. (a) Trends in citation counts; (b) Average yearly citation counts pre- and post-retraction for 

retracted articles with high or no news or social media attention as reflected by ZINB models. Citation 

counts in the retraction year are not included in either the pre-retraction or post-retraction periods. Error 

bars represent 95% confidence intervals. 

 

For articles with frequent news mentions, the increase in post-retraction citations is 

significantly greater than those without mentions. In contrast, the citation changes between 

articles with high and no mentions on blogs and X do not have statistically significant 

differences before and after retraction (as indicated by the “group#post” term in Table 10). The 

zero-inflation term (“post”) indicates a significant decrease in the likelihood of articles being 

“non-citable” after retraction for articles with high news, blog, and X mentions. Such articles 
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are more likely to receive additional citations after retraction, potentially due to widespread 

discussions, criticism, or cautionary attention in both the media and academic communities. 

 

Table 10. ZINB regression for citation counts for articles in the high attention and control sets. 

Independent variable 

News Blog X 

Coef. (S.E.) Coef. (S.E.) Coef. (S.E.) 

group#post 0.650 (0.190)*** 0.048 (0.197) 0.178 (0.093) 

group 1.211 (0.156)*** 1.317 (0.169)*** 0.797 (0.075)*** 

post -0.041 (0.103) 0.259 (0.115)* 0.084 (0.056) 

pub_year 0.022 (0.016) 0.113 (0.016)*** 0.076 (0.007)*** 

retract_time_lag 0.001 (0.000)*** 0.001 (0.000)*** 0.001 (0.000)*** 

journal_cit_rate 0.017 (0.002)*** 0.017 (0.002)*** 0.014 (0.001)*** 

most_cited_author_cits 0.000 (0.000)*** 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000)*** 

cons -45.576 (32.414) -227.735 (32.023)*** -152.9151 (15.082)*** 

Zero-inflation 

post -21.635 (1.180)*** -26.500 (0.797)*** -25.799 (0.623)*** 

cons -3.444 (1.167)** -2.998 (0.775)*** -3.419 (0.622)*** 

 

It is perhaps surprising that articles with many news mentions experience a greater 

increase in citations after retraction compared to those without mentions. We found that most 

retraction notices of highly mentioned articles were covered in news, blogs, and X (Table 11). 

This suggests that exposure to retraction notices likely influence how these articles are cited 

post-retraction. Some researchers who encountered the retraction notices may have critically 

cited the retracted articles to discuss issues such as research ethics, methodological flaws, or 

disciplinary controversies, thereby serving as a warning to peers. Such citations also include 

those originating from editorials. Conversely, researchers who were not exposed to the 

retraction notices may have continued citing the retracted articles as if they remained valid, 

contributing to the observed increase in post-retraction citations, particularly for highly 

mentioned articles. 

 

Table 11. Proportion of post-retraction mentions of retraction notices. 

Source Proportion of mentioned retracton notices 

News 114/144 (79.2%) 

Blogs 185/193 (95.9%) 

X 713/793 (89.9%) 
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4. Discussion 

4.1 News and social media have the potential to accelerate the retraction of flawed articles 

Social media can not only increase the awareness of scientific articles (Shamsi et al., 2022) and 

expand the impact of academic achievements (Ladeiras-Lopes et al., 2022), but they can also 

function as a monitoring mechanism that signals concerns of unreliable research (Peng et al., 

2022; Prasad & Ioannidis, 2022). This study provides further empirical evidence supporting 

the notion that news and social media attention can expedite the retraction process for flawed 

articles. Based on these findings, we recommend that scientists use online platforms to raise 

concerns about problematic research in a timely manner. 

While some X posts may spread misinformation regarding retracted articles (Abhari et al., 

2023), they can also raise awareness of problems (Haunschild & Bornmann, 2021; Zheng et 

al., 2024). We found statistically significant evidence of this effect for news and X, but the 

results were inconclusive (in the same direction but not statistically significant) for blogs. A 

possible explanation for the effectiveness of news and X in accelerating retractions is their 

ability to rapidly disseminate information and amplify scientific discourse. This aligns with 

previous research showing that media coverage of hazards and risks can amplify risk 

perceptions (Kasperson et al., 1988; Sarathchandra & McCright, 2017). In the context of 

academic retractions, increased public scrutiny and discussion may pressure journals, editors, 

and institutions to act more quickly in investigating and retracting problematic research. 

Our findings suggest that encouraging researchers to openly discuss potential issues in 

articles through social media and other platforms may help expedite the retraction process, 

enhance  awareness of academic integrity issues, and safeguard the credibility of the scientific 

community.  

4.2 News and social media may not reduce the negative scholarly impact of retracted articles 

Retraction notices seem to receive less news coverage compared to the original articles (Barnett 

& Doblin, 2021; Serghiou et al., 2021). However, our analysis shows that most post-retraction 

mentions in news, blogs, and X about highly mentioned retracted articles referenced the 

retraction notices, thereby alluding to the retracted status of the articles. Despite this, our results 

show that highly mentioned articles experienced a greater post-retraction citation increase than 

non-mentioned articles. This effect was statistically significant for news mentions, while the 

direction was the same but not statistically significant for blog and X mentions. This increase 

is likely driven by a substantial number of critical citations discussing the retraction, reflecting 
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on the underlying reasons for the retraction and the lessons learned from it. Also, it seems likely 

that only a tiny percentage of active researchers will see coverage of most retractions (De 

Cassai et al., 2022; Minetto et al., 2024). Consequently, some researchers may unknowingly 

continue citing these highly mentioned retracted articles, unaware of their retracted status. 

Although retractions should be clearly indicated on the publisher’s website, researchers may 

refer to previously downloaded copies of articles rather than the live versions. Therefore, the 

overall effect of news and social media coverage on future citations is debatable. 

Additionally, news and blogs covered only a small proportion of retracted articles in our 

study, which is consistent with earlier findings (Barnett & Doblin, 2021; Zeitoun & Rouquette, 

2012; Zhang & Grieneisen, 2013). Scientific articles in general have very low coverage in news 

and blogs (Ortega, 2019; Peng et al., 2022). In the case of retracted articles, one reason for this 

might be that retraction issues conflict with the public perception of scientists as serious, 

reliable, and trustworthy figures. Moreover, reporting on scientific fraud and plagiarism is 

particularly challenging (Zeitoun & Rouquette, 2012). Therefore, the effectiveness of news and 

blogs in reducing the negative impact of retracted articles may be limited. In partial contrast, 

X covers a larger number of retracted articles after retraction, but typical X posts probably 

reach a smaller audience, which also limits its ability to warn potential citers about problematic 

research. 

Potentially citing authors would presumably normally discover that an article has been 

retracted by seeing the retraction notice on the journal website above the article (or pasted onto 

it). Of course, this might be overlooked if the article had previously been downloaded or if it 

was accessed from a preprint repository or other source instead. The results suggest that, 

publicity does not seem to reach these authors so an alternative solution is needed. For example, 

publisher reference formatting systems and reference management software could be 

configured to run automatic checks for retractions and warn authors that have cited a retracted 

article. This is technically feasible with Retraction Watch data shared by Crossref, for example. 

4.3 Limitations 

There are several limitations of this study. First, 2% of retracted articles lacked corresponding 

retraction notices in the Retraction Watch database, preventing us from obtaining key details 

such as retraction dates, retraction time lags, retraction reasons, or post-retraction citations. 

This led to their exclusion from the analysis. Second, other factors may also influence the 

citation patterns of retracted articles, such as author collaboration (Zhang et al., 2020) and open 
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access status (Zheng et al., 2024). However, including too many covariates in the matching 

process would have significantly reduced the sample size, potentially undermining the 

robustness of the study. Therefore, we selected the most relevant covariates based on previous 

studies (Peng et al., 2022). Third, this study did not distinguish between critical, neutral, and 

supportive citations of retracted articles. Citations that explicitly acknowledge retraction (e.g., 

discussing the reasons for retraction) play a valuable role in the scientific self-correction 

process. Future research would benefit from differentiating between negative citations that 

highlight retractions and citations that do not mention the retraction status, as this would 

provide a better understanding of how retracted articles continue to be cited. 

 

5. Conclusions 

The findings of this study suggest that news and social media attention can help mitigate the 

negative impact of retracted articles, primarily by reducing the retraction time lag. However, 

rather than reducing post-retraction citations, media coverage appears to be associated with 

their increase. One possible explanation is that media exposure enhances the visibility of 

retracted articles, making them more likely to be cited. These citations may arise from critical 

discussions explicitly addressing the retraction (e.g., in editorials and meta-analyses), but they 

may also include citations that fail to acknowledge the retracted status of the article. Although 

no cause-and-effect relationship has been shown, the potential role of news and social media 

in accelerating the retraction process suggests that increased public scrutiny can enhance the 

efficiency of scientific self-correction. However, the observed increase in post-retraction 

citations highlights the persistence of retracted articles in the scientific record. While some of 

these citations may serve a constructive role in discussions of research integrity and 

methodological flaws, others may reflect unintentional citations by researchers unaware of the 

retraction. 

 

 

Declaration of competing interests 

The authors have no conflicts of interest to declare. 

 

 



 

22 

 

Acknowledgements 

Zhichao Fang is financially supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China 

(No. 72304274). Hui-Zhen Fu is supported by the National Social Science Foundation of China 

(No. 22CTQ032). Er-Te Zheng is financially supported by the GTA scholarship from the 

University of Sheffield Information School. Mike Thelwall is supported by the Fundação 

Calouste Gulbenkian European Media and Information Fund (No. 187003). The authors thank 

Retraction Watch and Altmetric.com for providing the data for research purposes. 

 

References 

Abhari, R., Villa-Turek, E., Vincent, N., Dambanemuya, H., & Horvát, E.-Á. (2023). 

Retracted Articles about COVID-19 Vaccines Enable Vaccine Misinformation on Twitter 

(No. arXiv:2303.16302). arXiv. https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2303.16302 

Akeriwe, M. L., Ayoung, D. A., Abagre, F., & Bekoe, S. (2023). The Impact of 

misinformation and fake news on the quality of academic research. Qualitative and 

Quantitative Methods in Libraries, 12(3), 455–470. https://qqml-

journal.net/index.php/qqml/article/view/845 

Alperin, J. P., Portenoy, J., Demes, K., Larivière, V., & Haustein, S. (2024). An analysis of 

the suitability of OpenAlex for bibliometric analyses (No. arXiv:2404.17663). arXiv. 

https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2404.17663 

Barnett, B. S., & Doblin, R. (2021). Dissemination of Erroneous Research Findings and 

Subsequent Retraction in High-Circulation Newspapers: A Case Study of Alleged 

MDMA-Induced Dopaminergic Neurotoxicity in Primates. JOURNAL OF 

PSYCHOACTIVE DRUGS, 53(2), 104–110. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02791072.2020.1847365 

Bik, E. M., Casadevall, A., & Fang, F. C. (2016). The Prevalence of Inappropriate Image 

Duplication in Biomedical Research Publications. mBio, 7(3), e00809-16. 

https://doi.org/10.1128/mBio.00809-16 

Blackwell, M., Iacus, S., King, G., & Porro, G. (2009). Cem: Coarsened Exact Matching in 

Stata. The Stata Journal: Promoting Communications on Statistics and Stata, 9(4), 524–

546. https://doi.org/10.1177/1536867X0900900402 

Brüssow, H. (2021). COVID ‐19: Vaccination problems. Environmental Microbiology, 23(6), 

2878–2890. https://doi.org/10.1111/1462-2920.15549 

Caceres, M. M. F., Sosa, J. P., Lawrence, J. A., Sestacovschi, C., Tidd-Johnson, A., Rasool, 

M. H. U., Gadamidi, V. K., Ozair, S., Pandav, K., & Cuevas-Lou, C. (2022). The impact 

of misinformation on the COVID-19 pandemic. AIMS Public Health, 9(2), 262. 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC9114791/ 

COPE Council. (2019, November 2). COPE retraction guidelines—English. 

https://doi.org/10.24318/cope.2019.1.4 

Culbert, J., Hobert, A., Jahn, N., Haupka, N., Schmidt, M., Donner, P., & Mayr, P. (2024). 

Reference Coverage Analysis of OpenAlex compared to Web of Science and Scopus (No. 

arXiv:2401.16359). arXiv. https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2401.16359 

Dal-Ré, R., & Ayuso, C. (2021). For how long and with what relevance do genetics articles 

retracted due to research misconduct remain active in the scientific literature. 



 

23 

 

Accountability in Research, 28(5), 280–296. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/08989621.2020.1835479 

Dambanemuya, H. K., Abhari, R., Vincent, N., & Horvát, E.-Á. (2024). Online Engagement 

with Retracted Articles: Who, When, and How? (No. arXiv:2203.04228). arXiv. 

https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2203.04228 

De Cassai, A., Geraldini, F., De Pinto, S., Carbonari, I., Cascella, M., Boscolo, A., Sella, N., 

Monteleone, F., Cavaliere, F., Munari, M., Garofalo, E., & Navalesi, P. (2022). 

Inappropriate Citation of Retracted Articles in Anesthesiology and Intensive Care 

Medicine Publications. Anesthesiology, 137(3), 341–350. 

https://doi.org/10.1097/ALN.0000000000004302 

Dempster, G., Sutherland, G., & Keogh, L. (2022). Scientific research in news media: A case 

study of misrepresentation, sensationalism and harmful recommendations. Journal of 

Science Communication, 21(1), A06. https://doi.org/10.22323/2.21010206 

Ecker, U. K. H., & Antonio, L. M. (2021). Can you believe it? An investigation into the 

impact of retraction source credibility on the continued influence effect. Memory & 

Cognition, 49(4), 631–644. https://doi.org/10.3758/s13421-020-01129-y 

Fang, Z., Costas, R., Tian, W., Wang, X., & Wouters, P. (2020). An extensive analysis of the 

presence of altmetric data for Web of Science publications across subject fields and 

research topics. Scientometrics, 124(3), 2519–2549. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-020-

03564-9 

Fu, Z. (2016a). Analysis of the Effect of Global Cooperation on Academic Misconduct. 

Publishing Journal, 24(4), 77-82 (In Chinese). 

http://cbkx.whu.edu.cn/jwk3/cbkx/CN/abstract/abstract2226.shtml 

Fu Z. (2016b). Analysis on the citation characteristics of retracted articles in international 

journals and the effect of self-correction of journals. Chinese Journal ofScientific and 

Technical Periodicals, 27(4), 346-351 (In Chinese). 

https://doi.org/10.11946/cjstp.201509250932 

Goel, A., & Gupta, L. (2020). Social media in the times of COVID-19. JCR: Journal of 

Clinical Rheumatology, 26(6), 220–223. 

https://journals.lww.com/jclinrheum/fulltext/2020/09000/social_media_in_the_times_of

_covid_19.3.aspx 

Greene, W. H. (1994). Accounting for excess zeros and sample selection in Poisson and 

negative binomial regression models. 

https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1293115 

Guo, X., Dong, L., & Hao, D. (2024). RETRACTED: Cellular functions of spermatogonial 

stem cells in relation to JAK/STAT signaling pathway. Frontiers in Cell and 

Developmental Biology, 11, 1339390. https://doi.org/10.3389/fcell.2023.1339390 

Hainmueller, J. (2012). Entropy balancing for causal effects: A multivariate reweighting 

method to produce balanced samples in observational studies. Political Analysis, 20(1), 

25–46. https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/political-analysis/article/entropy-

balancing-for-causal-effects-a-multivariate-reweighting-method-to-produce-balanced-

samples-in-observational-studies/220E4FC838066552B53128E647E4FAA7 

Haunschild, R., & Bornmann, L. (2021). Can tweets be used to detect problems early with 

scientific papers? A case study of three retracted COVID-19/SARS-CoV-2 papers. 

Scientometrics, 126(6), 5181–5199. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-021-03962-7 

Iacus, S. M., King, G., & Porro, G. (2012). Causal inference without balance checking: 

Coarsened exact matching. Political Analysis, 20(1), 1–24. 

https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/political-analysis/article/causal-inference-

without-balance-checking-coarsened-exact-

matching/5ABCF5B3FC3089A87FD59CECBB3465C0 



 

24 

 

Jan, R., & Zainab, T. (2018). The impact story of retracted articles altmetric it! 2018 5th 

International Symposium on Emerging Trends and Technologies in Libraries and 

Information Services (ETTLIS), 1–5. https://doi.org/10.1109/ETTLIS.2018.8485245 

Jiang, J., Yang, Y., & Hu, R. (2023). Investigating the relationship between “cited time lag” 

and “citing time lag”: A journal study in Information Science. 2023 The 5th World 

Symposium on Software Engineering (WSSE), 113–119. 

https://doi.org/10.1145/3631991.3632008 

Karmakar, M., Banshal, S. K., & Singh, V. K. (2021). A large-scale comparison of coverage 

and mentions captured by the two altmetric aggregators: Altmetric.com and PlumX. 

Scientometrics, 126(5), 4465–4489. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-021-03941-y 

Kasperson, R. E., Renn, O., Slovic, P., Brown, H. S., Emel, J., Goble, R., Kasperson, J. X., & 

Ratick, S. (1988). The Social Amplification of Risk: A Conceptual Framework. Risk 

Analysis, 8(2), 177–187. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6924.1988.tb01168.x 

Khan, H., Gupta, P., Zimba, O., & Gupta, L. (2022). Bibliometric and Altmetric Analysis of 

Retracted Articles on COVID-19. Journal of Korean Medical Science, 37(6). 

https://doi.org/10.3346/jkms.2022.37.e44 

Ladeiras-Lopes, R., Vidal-Perez, R., Santos-Ferreira, D., Alexander, M., Baciu, L., Clarke, 

S., Crea, F., & Lüscher, T. F. (2022). Twitter promotion is associated with higher 

citation rates of cardiovascular articles: The ESC Journals Randomized Study. European 

Heart Journal, 43(19), 1794–1798. https://doi.org/10.1093/eurheartj/ehac150 

Lu, S. F., Jin, G. Z., Uzzi, B., & Jones, B. (2013). The retraction penalty: Evidence from the 

Web of Science. Scientific Reports, 3(1), 3146. 

https://www.nature.com/articles/srep03146 

Madhugiri, V. S., Nagella, A. B., & Uppar, A. M. (2021). An analysis of retractions in 

neurosurgery and allied clinical and basic science specialties. Acta Neurochirurgica, 

163(1), 19–30. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00701-020-04615-z 

Meschede, C., & Siebenlist, T. (2018). Cross-metric compatability and inconsistencies of 

altmetrics. Scientometrics, 115(1), 283–297. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-018-2674-1 

Minetto, S., Pisaturo, D., Cermisoni, G. C., Vanni, V. S., Pagliardini, L., Papaleo, E., 

Berghella, V., Mol, B. W., & Alteri, A. (2024). Are you aware of your citations? A 

cross-sectional survey on improper citations of retracted articles in assisted 

reproduction. Reproductive BioMedicine Online, 49(5). 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rbmo.2024.104366 

Nabavi, M. (2022). An analysis of journalism articles achieving high Altmetric attention 

scores. Learned Publishing, 35(4), 617–624. https://doi.org/10.1002/leap.1492 

Nath, S. B., Marcus, S. C., & Druss, B. G. (2006). Retractions in the research literature: 

Misconduct or mistakes? Medical Journal of Australia, 185(3), 152–154. 

https://doi.org/10.5694/j.1326-5377.2006.tb00504.x 

Ortega, J. L. (2019). The coverage of blogs and news in the three major altmetric data 

providers. ISSI, 75–86. https://osf.io/pd27h/download 

Özkent, Y. (2022). Social media usage to share information in communication journals: An 

analysis of social media activity and article citations. PLOS ONE, 17(2), e0263725. 

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0263725 

Peng, H., Romero, D. M., & Horvát, E.-Á. (2022). Dynamics of cross-platform attention to 

retracted papers. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 119(25), 

e2119086119. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2119086119 

Prasad, V., & Ioannidis, J. P. A. (2022). Constructive and obsessive criticism in science. 

European Journal of Clinical Investigation, 52(11), e13839. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/eci.13839 



 

25 

 

Prieto Curiel, R., & González Ramírez, H. (2021). Vaccination strategies against COVID-19 

and the diffusion of anti-vaccination views. Scientific Reports, 11(1), 6626. 

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-85555-1 

Rai, R., & Sabharwal, S. (2017). Retracted Publications in Orthopaedics: Prevalence, 

Characteristics, and Trends. JBJS, 99(9), e44. https://doi.org/10.2106/JBJS.16.01116 

Rosenbaum, P. R., & Rubin, D. B. (1983). The central role of the propensity score in 

observational studies for causal effects. Biometrika, 70(1), 41–55. 

https://academic.oup.com/biomet/article-abstract/70/1/41/240879 

Sarathchandra, D., & McCright, A. M. (2017). The Effects of Media Coverage of Scientific 

Retractions on Risk Perceptions. Sage Open, 7(2), 2158244017709324. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244017709324 

Serghiou, S., Marton, R. M., & Ioannidis, J. P. A. (2021). Media and social media attention to 

retracted articles according to Altmetric. PLOS ONE, 16(5), e0248625. 

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0248625 

Shamsi, A., Lund, B. D., & SeyyedHosseini, S. (2022). Sharing of retracted COVID-19 

articles: An altmetric study. JOURNAL OF THE MEDICAL LIBRARY ASSOCIATION, 

110(1), 97–102. https://doi.org/10.5195/jmla.2022.1269 

Sotudeh, H., Barahmand, N., Yousefi, Z., & Yaghtin, M. (2022). How do academia and 

society react to erroneous or deceitful claims? The case of retracted articles’ recognition. 

Journal of Information Science, 48(2), 182–198. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0165551520945853 

Steen, R. G. (2011). Retractions in the scientific literature: Do authors deliberately commit 

research fraud? Journal of Medical Ethics, 37(2), 113–117. 

https://jme.bmj.com/content/37/2/113.short 

Steen, R. G. (2012). Retractions in the medical literature: How can patients be protected from 

risk? Journal of Medical Ethics, 38(4), 228–232. https://doi.org/10.1136/medethics-

2011-100184 

Tang, B. L. (2023). Some Insights into the Factors Influencing Continuous Citation of 

Retracted Scientific Papers. Publications, 11(4), Article 4. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/publications11040047 

Thelwall, M., Buckley, K., & Paltoglou, G. (2012). Sentiment strength detection for the 

social web. Journal of the American Society for Information Science and Technology, 

63(1), 163–173. https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.21662 

Thelwall, M., Buckley, K., Paltoglou, G., Cai, D., & Kappas, A. (2010). Sentiment strength 

detection in short informal text. Journal of the American Society for Information Science 

and Technology, 61(12), 2544–2558. https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.21416 

Trikalinos, N. A., Evangelou, E., & Ioannidis, J. P. A. (2008). Falsified papers in high-impact 

journals were slow to retract and indistinguishable from nonfraudulent papers. Journal 

of Clinical Epidemiology, 61(5), 464–470. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2007.11.019 

Trueger, N. S., Thoma, B., Hsu, C. H., Sullivan, D., Peters, L., & Lin, M. (2015). The 

altmetric score: A new measure for article-level dissemination and impact. Annals of 

Emergency Medicine, 66(5), 549–553. https://www.annemergmed.com/article/S0196-

0644(15)00328-5/abstract 

Van Noorden, R. (2011). Science publishing: The trouble with retractions. 26–28. 

https://www.nature.com/articles/478026a 

Wager, E. (2011). How journals can prevent, detect and respond to misconduct. Notfall + 

Rettungsmedizin, 14(8), 613–615. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10049-011-1543-8 

Walach, H., Klement, R. J., & Aukema, W. (2021). The safety of covid-19 vaccinations—We 

should rethink the policy. Vaccines, 9(7), 693. https://www.mdpi.com/2076-

393X/9/7/693 



 

26 

 

Zeitoun, J.-D., & Rouquette, S. (2012). Communication de la fraude scientifique. La Presse 

Médicale, 41(9, Part 1), 872–877. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lpm.2012.05.002 

Zhang, M., & Grieneisen, M. L. (2013). The impact of misconduct on the published medical 

and non-medical literature, and the news media. SCIENTOMETRICS, 96(2), 573–587. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-012-0920-5 

Zhang, M., Wu, L., Yang, T., Zhu, B., & Liu, Y. (2024). RETRACTED: The three-

dimensional porous mesh structure of Cu-based metal-organic-framework - Aramid 

cellulose separator enhances the electrochemical performance of lithium metal anode 

batteries. Surfaces and Interfaces, 46, 104081. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.surfin.2024.104081 

Zhang, Q., Abraham, J., & Fu, H.-Z. (2020). Collaboration and its influence on retraction 

based on retracted publications during 1978–2017. Scientometrics, 125(1), 213–232. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-020-03636-w 

Zheng, E.-T., Fang, Z., & Fu, H.-Z. (2024). Is gold open access helpful for academic 

purification? A causal inference analysis based on retracted articles in biochemistry. 

Information Processing & Management, 61(3), 103640. 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0306457323003771 

Zheng, E.-T., & Fu, H.-Z. (2024). A comparative study on characteristics of retracted 

publications across different open access levels. Journal of Data and Information 

Science, 9(2), 22–40. 

Zheng, E.-T., Fu, H.-Z., Thelwall, M., & Fang, Z. (2024). Can tweets predict article 

retractions? A comparison between human and LLM labelling (No. arXiv:2403.16851). 

arXiv. https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2403.16851 

 

 

Appendix 

Balance test of covariates before and after matching 

(1) Before retraction 

Appendix Table A1. L1 distance of covariates between highly mentioned and non-mentioned articles 

before and after CEM (Pre-retraction). L1 distance values range between 0 and 1, with higher values 

indicating greater imbalance. 

Covariates Media Before matching After matching 

field News 0.38 0 

Blog 0.28 0 

X 0.27 0 

pub_year News 0.14 0.09 

Blog 0.27 0.09 

X 0.15 0.10 

journal_cit_rate News 0.42 0.17 

Blog 0.34 0.13 

X 0.32 0.14 

author_cit News 0.43 0.17 

Blog 0.36 0.14 

X 0.29 0.11 
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(2) After retraction 

Appendix Table A2. L1 distance of covariates between highly mentioned and non-mentioned articles 

before and after CEM (Post-retraction). 

Covariates Media Before matching After matching 

field News 0.39 0 

Blog 0.25 0 

X 0.21 0 

pub_year News 0.19 0.06 

Blog 0.36 0.12 

X 0.26 0.10 

retract_year 

 

 

News 

Blog 

X 

0.34 

0.44 

0.35 

0.17 

0.15 

0.30 

journal_cit_rate News 0.36 0.13 

Blog 0.34 0.15 

X 0.28 0.20 

author_cit News 0.31 0.14 

Blog 0.36 0.15 

X 0.24 0.21 

 

Goodness-of-fit test 

We compared the goodness-of-fit metrics of the ZINB model and ZIP model (Appendix Table 

A3). The log-likelihood (LL) values were higher for the ZINB model than for the ZIP model, 

while the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) and Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) values 

were lower for the ZINB model than for the ZIP model, indicating that the ZINB model had a 

better fit. We therefore used the ZINB regression model for citation analysis. 

 

Appendix Table A3. Goodness-of-fit test for ZINB and ZIP models 

 LL AIC BIC 

1.News 

ZINB -7616.81 15255.64 15323.10 

ZIP -21814.80 43649.59 43710.92 

2.Blog 

ZINB -9934.16 19890.32 19961.55 

ZIP -26522.85 53065.70 53130.46 

3.X 

ZINB -36756.08 73534.16 73620.46 

ZIP -75972.93 151965.90 152044.30 

 

Parallel trends test 

We set the value t = −1 (one yearbefore retraction) as the baseline period to ensure that our 

comparisons focused on the immediate effects of retraction relative to the most recent pre-

retraction period. The results indicate that before retraction, the citation changes between 
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highly mentioned and non-mentioned articles in news, blogs, and X did not significantly differ. 

This confirms that the parallel trends assumption holds, suggesting that any post-retraction 

differences can reasonably be attributed to media attention levels. 

 

Appendix Figure A1. Parallel trends test for retracted articles highly and non-mentioned in news, blogs, 

and X  
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Difference in citations between highly and non-mentioned retracted articles 

Appendix Table A4. Difference in citations between highly and non-mentioned retracted articles 
 

News Blog X 

 mean diff (s.e.) mean diff (s.e.) mean diff (s.e.) 

Group#time(-5) 0.122 (0.533) 0.608 (0.640) 0.311 (0.274) 

Group#time(-4) 0.299 (0.636) 0.656 (0.724) 0.407 (0.290) 

Group#time(-3) 0.404 (0.508) 0.456 (0.563) 0.303 (0.238) 

Group#time(-2) 0.171 (0.381) 0.300 (0.395) 0.023 (0.168) 

Group#time(0) 1.026 (0.305) *** 0.729 (0.356) * 0.453 (0.164) ** 

Group#time(1) 0.958 (0.301) *** 0.672 (0.349) 0.393 (0.158) * 

Group#time(2) 1.024 (0.310) *** 0.600 (0.322) 0.491 (0.151) *** 

Group#time(3) 0.723 (0.324) * 0.519 (0.329) 0.495 (0.160) ** 

Group#time(4) 0.519 (0.380) 0.318 (0.348) 0.480 (0.180) ** 

Group#time(5) 0.407 (0.436) 0.328 (0.390) 0.504 (0.196) ** 

 

 


