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ABSTRACT – This study investigates the prevalence of unethical issues among businessmanagement researchers based on retraction publications from the retraction watch database.
Forty-two publications retracted between 2007 and 2019 were analyzed based on the frequency
of retraction over time, Journals’ impact factors, the type of Journals, the publisher, and the nature
of the misconduct. The retraction analysis revealed that research misconduct in business
management research is fast evolving around known and emerging themes. The study, therefore,
suggests business academics stakeholders rethink the institutional policies for better moral based
publication strategies to tackle the upsurge and promotes the continuous supply of reliable
information necessary for decision-making in the business management field.
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INTRODUCTION
The Employment of academic staff at the university often comes with several stringent conditions outlined by the
management (Huang, 2015; Ibrahim, Mansor, & Amin, 2012). These stringent conditions are measured in the form of
key performance indexes (KPI) (Varouchas, Sicilia, & Sánchez-Alonso, 2018). The continuous renewal of the contracts
or keeping the faculty position is to a large extent a function of how far the terms and conditions of the KPI are met
(Masron, Ahmad, & Rahim, 2012). One of such components of the KPI is for academics to publish some stipulated
number of articles in high impact factor journals indexed in either Scopus or Web of Science (Al-Adawi, Ali, & AlZakwani, 2016). Therefore, the academic staff is often pressurized to publish their articles in reputable journals amidst
other time-demanding responsibilities such as teaching and other administrative responsibilities (Tian, Su, & Ru, 2016).
Since publishing a quality paper is time demanding and requires effort, there are temptations to opt for the easy way to
meet up with the KPI within the stipulated time. There is a high tendency for academics to indulge in all sorts of
misconduct just to actualize the fastest means of meeting the publication targets (Kampourakis, 2016). Besides meeting
the KPI requirement, incentives for publications in high-impact journals could stimulate research misconduct (Heijstra,
Steinthorsdóttir, & Einarsdóttir, 2017; Qiu, 2010). Qiu (2010) pointed out that the pressure to increase the number of
publications in high-impact journals could boost misconduct in research publications. Supporting the viewpoint of Qiu
(2010), Tian et al. (2016), reported the effect of pressure to publish on young Chinese Scholars. The study revealed that
the young Chinese scholars were pressurized to published in internationally indexed journals. Based on the empirical
studies, it shows that the young Chinese scholars have tendency to publish papers of less quality or novelty. To support
this claim, Sarewitz (2016) also raised a concern on the tendency to water-down quality of paper as a result of pressure
to publish.
In business management field, the information generated from published articles is utilized by diverse stakeholders
for planning, controlling, resolving problems and making strategic decisions in practice. Unfortunately, there are series
of misconduct in diverse fields that have been reported amongst different groups in literature. Research misconduct among
doctoral students within clinical research in the University has been investigated by Jensen, Kyvik, Leth-Larsen, & Erikse
(2018). Using a case study of doctoral students in clinical research of the University of Southern Denmark, the finding
from the empirical study revealed that some of the students felt pressured to engage in one or more misconducts during
doctoral research. Similarly in business management, Hall & Martin (2019) investigated the rising pressures and the
motivations to engaged in misconduct among business school researchers. The study of Hall & Martin indicates the
presence of deliberate misconduct among business school researchers. Although it is good to know that there are willful
research misconducts among business management researchers, however, understanding the extent and classes of the
misconduct is worthwhile for effective and efficient research publication policies formulations (Awasthi, 2019). Besides,
it is possible that the present form of research misconduct in business management is evolving around different themes
contrary to that reported in the literature. Tailor-made pragmatic research publication strategies align with the form and
the extent of research misconduct will foster the continuous supply of reliable information via published articles necessary
for decision-making in the business management field. To gain the needed insight into the prevalence of research
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misbehavior in the business management field, a database like the retraction watch database that specifically deals with
misconduct cases in diverse fields becomes vital. Prior research exists on management academic research misconduct
based on the analyses of the retracted publications (Ayodele et al., 2019). To the best of the authors’ knowledge, analysis
on the prevalence of misconduct based on retraction watch database with the motive of fostering the continuous delivery
of relevant and reliable information in business via more moral based research strategies is sparse in the literature.
Therefore, this study is premised on investigating the nature of misconduct among business management researchers
using a retraction watch database. The research is significant as the output could inform the review of existing publication
ethical strategies and the development of new ones that align with the evolving nature of research misconducts in the
business field. It is expected that the implementation of the ethical strategies will promote integrity in research
publications which will, in turn, assist to foster the endless provision of reliable information via published articles in
business management field. The period covered in this research is 2007-2019. The study is significant as it extends
existing studies to extricate the extent of unethical research practices and how reliable research information provision
needed for key decision-making can be promulgated in business management field.

METHODOLOGY
The data employed in this study was obtained from the retraction watch database (version 1.0.5.5). According to
Brainard & You (2019), the retraction watch database is the largest and most comprehensive database containing over
18000 retracted publications dating back from 1970. Besides, the retraction watch database makes article search and
selection easier. Since the focus of the study is to investigate how prevalent is misconduct in business-management
research, the search and selection of articles from the database were initiated by choosing the business-management option
in the subject list. Other keywords like business, business research, business field were also used for the article search
and filtering. The first search resulted in 1680 retracted papers comprises retraction, expression of concern and
corrections. Based on the objective of this study which centered on retracted publications, the search and selection of
articles was streamlined to only retracted articles on business management. The result shows 96 retracted publications
that comprise conference proceedings and journal articles. Subsequently, the search string was limited to only those
retracted articles published in journals. The action further reduced the number of retracted articles to 80. To be sure that
only retracted articles within business-management research were included, the selected 80 papers were examined by two
independent researchers. After resolving the areas of dispute, the search culminates to just 42 retracted articles on business
management. The 42 retracted articles were selected and analyzed based on the year of retractions, impact factors of the
journals, the type of publisher, the citation of the original paper before retraction, the country the research was conducted,
and the nature of misconducts.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The trend of retracted publications over time

Number of retracted
articles

Figure 1 depicts the frequency of retracted papers in business-management research from 2007 to 2019. A total of 42
published articles related to business-management research were retracted between 2007-2019. The frequency of
retraction did not follow any regular pattern rather it varies from year to year. This may be due to the time lag between
when the article was published and the time the retraction notices were published. An average delay time of 24.37 months
was estimated for the retracted papers investigated in this study. Al-Ghareeb et al. (2018) in their study on the retraction
of publications in nursing and midwifery research reported an average delay time of 27.6 months (2.3 years) for retracted
articles investigated. The lowest number of retracted articles were recorded in 2007 and 2009. While the highest number
of retractions were recorded in 2015.
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Figure 1: Number of retracted articles in Business-Management research between 2007-2019
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Retracted publications based on the impact factors
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The retracted publications based on the impact factors of the Journals as well as the frequency of the retracted articles
are depicted in Figure 2 and Figure 3, respectively. It is obvious that most of the authors published in high impact factor
Journals in Business-Management research. The Journal impact factors range from the lowest (0.706) to the highest
(7.191). The analysis of the retracted publications shows that the highest number of retracted articles related to BusinessManagement Research was reported in the Journal of Human factor with an impact factor of 1 while at least an article
was retracted from each of the high impact Journals shown in Figure 3. This trend revealed that so much importance is
attached to publishing in high impact journals probably due to the incentive received by the authors. Gleditsch (2007),
reported that institutions often adopt incentive packages to encourage academics to publish in high impact journals.
Moreover, funding models are based on the volume and quality of publications. Suo in their study reported that the
incentive system has boosted Chinese academic publications in recent years (Suo, 2016). Thereby increases the cases of
misconduct as reflected in the number of retracted articles from China. Qiu (2010) reported that the pressure to publish
in high-impact Journals could promote misconduct. It is noteworthy that several measures and policies have been put in
place by the editorial board of these high-impact Journals to checkmate the cases of misconduct in academic publishing.
Based on the analysis in this study, it is apparent that unethical research issues are common in business management
including impact factor related journals despite efforts put in place to discourage such practices. Thus, implementation of
specific new policies and /or the re-strategizing of current publication policies are needful to curb the pace of misconduct
and promote the increase in provisions of reliable information in business management field.
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Figure 2: Impact factors of the retracted articles in Business-Management research between
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Figure 3: The frequency of retracted publications from the various journal analyzed
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Publisher and Country Analyses of the retracted Journals

Number of retracted articles

The publisher and the country analyses of the retracted articles are depicted in Figure 4 and Figure 5, respectively.
The retracted publications cut across different publishers such as Wiley, Academic of Management, Betham Opens, De
Gruyter, Elsevier, Emerald, Hindawi, IEEE, OMICS International, Oxford University Press, Springer, Taylor, and
Francis, The America Accounting Association and World Scientific Publishing. This is an indication, that the issues of
misconduct in the publication are not taken likely by any of the publishers. However, as seen in Figure 4, the highest
number of retractions under study were published by Elsevier-based Journals while the least number of retracted
publications were published by World Scientific Publishing Journals. The response to misconduct in publication differs
among publishers. Resnik, Wager, & Kissling (2015) reported the retraction policies among 200 Journals ranked based
on the impact factors. The study revealed that most of the Journals had retraction policies in place. Furthermore, the
frequency of the retracted articles based on the countries of affiliation of the researcher is depicted in Figure 4. In line
with Ayodele, Yao, & Haron (2019), the trend shows that misconduct in business management publication is a global
issue that cut across different countries. Most of the authors of the retracted articles are affiliated to institutions in the US
and China. Xie, Zhang, & Lai (2014) reported that China as a major contributor to Science and Technological research is
also experiencing challenges in high rises of research misconducts.
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Figure 4: The frequency of the retracted publications based on the various publisher analyzed
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Figure 5: Frequency of the retracted articles based on the country of the authors’ affiliation
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Analysis of Research Misconduct
The detail analyses of the different types of misconducts reported in the retracted publications based on the retraction
watch database are represented in Figure 6. Publication misbehaviour in Business-Management research is in different
forms. The most pronounced of the misconduct analyzed from the retracted publication include plagiarism, fake peer
review, fabrication and falsification of data, duplication of articles, errors in methods and duplication of data which
accounted for 15%, 7%, 7%, 9%, 7%, and 7%, respectively. Other minor cases reported include conflict of interest, lack
of approval from the third party, non-disclosure of closely related paper, copyright claim, forged authorship. 13% of the
retracted publications analyzed did not show the details of the misconduct. While about 7% of the retracted articles were
attributed to the errors from the Journals.
In the work of Stretton et al. (2012) which involves the analysis of 213 retracted misconduct publications, 41.8% of
the retracted articles were attributed to plagiarism, 52.1% was attributed to falsification/fabrication of data, while ethical
issues and authors’ dispute accounted for 2.3% each. Of the 213 retracted publications, 1.4% did not have details of the
nature of the misconduct. Although, plagiarism and falsification/fabrication are the rampant form of misconduct in
business management research, nevertheless, new forms of misconduct are evolving as observed in this study (Laskar,
2017). Lacetera & Zirulia (2011) reported that the perpetuation of diverse form of research misconduct often come with
huge costs implication. As the study illustrates the manner of soaring research misconducts in business field, more
attention should be paid to tackling the emerging nature of research misconducts in business management research to
avoid the incidental costs that are not beneficial, and review instituted ethical research codes for improvement where
necessary.
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Figure 6: The different categories of misconduct observed in Business-Management research

CONCLUSION AND PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS OF THE STUDY
The study examined the prevailing cases of misconduct in business-management research based on the analysis of
retracted publications from 2007 to 2019. The analyses of the retracted publications revealed that misconduct in businessmanagement research is an issue that has been evolving over the years and unresolved. The continuous rise in plagiarism,
falsification, and fabrication signifies the need for an overhaul of the existing ethical research policies and publication
processes. Business management research policies that motivate academics and researchers to publish in impact factor
journals without indulging in research misconduct should be upheld. Perhaps, there should be an incentive system in place
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for authors whose articles are not retracted to curb the upsurge in unethical research practices in business management
research. The incentive mechanism could be monetary and non-monetary related set-up by the author affiliated institutions
following the given KPI.
Aside from the well-known forms of misconduct such as plagiarism and fabrication/falsification in literature, the study
finds out that new forms of misconduct are emerging. Drawing from the updated Committee on Publication Ethics
(COPE) guidelines on retraction, categorized as emerging research misconduct issues in this research are unreliable
findings resulting from miscalculation/experimental errors, publications of previous findings without proper attribution
to previous sources; contains material or data without authorization for use; infringement on copyright; manipulated peer
review; and failure to disclose competing interest (COPE, 2019). The study, therefore, recommends an increase in the
sensitization of authors and intending authors by diverse stakeholders on the necessity to abide by research publication
ethics. In agreement with authors like Awasthi (2019), institutions should organize seminars/workshops and take other
proactive measures that emphasize integrity-based research to enhance information quality in the business management
field. In addition, future studies could investigate what should make up the composition of such training endeared to
foster transparency and integrity in research.
Faria (2018) suggested social control mechanisms as a way of addressing research misconduct. A social control
mechanism is a scenario whereby a special body is mandated to investigate and sanction anyone found guilty of
misconduct. Despite instituting the social control mechanism by respective publication stakeholders to encourage the
design of research inbuilt with ethical principles, business management unethical research matter is still prevalent. This
study, therefore, proposes a complementary perspective to the existing social control mechanisms defined by Faria (2018).
The social control medium prescribes in the research is the use of social networks to motivates morally compliant research
publications devoid of research misconduct. That way, more people can be directly and indirectly influenced by their
counterparts/friends on the same network of collaborations. Al-Adawi, Ali, & Al-Zakwani (2016) indicated the existence
of publishing or perish policies in institutions that are linked with research misconduct. Based on the insight from Frith
(2019) and Ayodele, Yao, & Haron (2019), the university management should reconsider the policy of “publish or perish”
and proffer more innovative ways that focus on addressing both personal and non-personal related factors that are linked
with unethical research practices. That way, more impactful research publication ethical policies that enhance the
continuous delivery of relevant and reliable information in business can be formulated and implemented. Hence, future
studies should further empirically examine how and why effective and efficient mixed research publication strategies that
discourage research misconduct and contributes to useful information requirement rather than the quantity are needed in
the business management field.
The study is limited in that only the output of research misconduct in the business field from the retraction database
is utilized. As such, there is a possibility that retracted articles in business-related fields that exist in other databases may
have been omitted from the analysis. The study, therefore, recommends that future research should employ more than
one database in the future when examining integrity in business research.
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