
Challenges of retractions



Profile

• Since 2013 looking at misconduct
• Since 2020 Identified 2300+ paper mill papers
• In 2022 in collaboration with Retraction Watch created ‘Retraction 

Watch Hijacked Journal Checker”



CASE 1: Submission by a paper mill

• Tanu.pro creates unique 
emails to submit papers

• discrepancies between the country 
domains and authors’ affiliations

• Identified over 60 suspicious emails 
like tanu.pro 

• Identified 1,517 papers 
published in 380 journals

• Paper mill uses fake peer 
reviewers to publish papers.



Challenges

• How to deal with papers submitted by a paper mill? 
• Problematic email may not be the reason for retraction, even if there

is evidence that it belongs to a paper mill;
• When suggested fake peer reviewers were not used, little space for

COPE-compliant action;
• We need more guidelines regulating submissions by paper mills

• Such papers should be retracted.

Peer Review Congress , 2025, together with Svetlana Kleiner.



CASE 2. Does it matter who submits the 
concerns?
• It seems, yes!
• There is evidence that some universities don’t investigate anonymous 

applications to investigate misconduct!
• Carnegie Mellon University 

• When not anonymous, publishers also seem to care who submits an 
application.



The same journal, the same paper mill, 
different applicants



Follow up



Reaction



Case 3. Offer for sale as evidence



Recommendations

• All applications with evidence should be investigated
• Papers submitted by paper mills should be retracted
• An offer for sale has more than enough evidence to retract a paper
• Publishers should make an audit of the papers that have been already 

published 


	Challenges of retractions
	Profile
	CASE 1: Submission by a paper mill
	Challenges
	CASE 2. Does it matter who submits the concerns?
	The same journal, the same paper mill, different applicants
	Follow up
	Reaction
	Case 3. Offer for sale as evidence
	Recommendations

