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    Editorial

INTRODUCTIONINTRODUCTION

The growth in the number of scientific research 
articles that are daily made available to society through 
their publication in scientific journals has been explicit. In 
fact, as illustrated by Table 1, in 2018 approximately 2.6 
million scientific articles were published, which suggests 
an annual growth in the area of 3.8% since 2008. During 
this period, while economically developed countries such 
as the United States, Germany, the United Kingdom, 
and Canada have presented annual growth rates inferior 
to the world average (0.71%, 1.28%, 0.67%, and 1.19% 
respectively), there has been a significant percentage growth 
in the number of publications in economically emerging 
countries — including the annual growth rates of China 
(7.81%), India (10.73%), Russia (9.88%), Brazil (5.42%), 
and Iran (10.99%). 

A priori this growth is very positive, since scientific 
publications continue to be the best way to validate 
knowledge and for the authors to receive recognized credit 
(Bell, Hill, & Lehming, 2007). However, it imposes a 
group of equally growing costs. We can highlight not just 
financial costs, but also costs that tend to be forgotten, such 
as more and more onerous workloads for evaluators and the 
allocation of resources to process submissions (yes, there is 
a considerable cost in these activities). Examined together 
with observed conditions of stocks and flows, it appears 
reasonable to examine and maintain under observation 
the sustainability of scientific publication as we know it, 
especially in terms of open access. The field of management 
and business, like other fields of knowledge, is subject to 
these preoccupations (Karabag & Berggren, 2016), and the 
Journal of Contemporary Administration (RAC) shares these 
concerns.
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As highlighted in a previous editorial (Mendes-
Da-Silva, 2018a), despite the fact that most researchers 
who act as evaluators are not remunerated for their 
contributions to the editorial process, this does not signify 
that the editorial process occurs without costs. That is, 
the time spent by researchers revising submissions is not 
spent in teaching or research. Therefore, the time spent on 
scientific articles that contribute little to the construction 
of new scientific knowledge is wasted. Most of the journals 
have rigid editorial policies against duplicate publication. 
The application of these policies is directed toward those 
cases in which there is a substantial duplication of data 
and/or text in different works. 

We believe that there are three main factors that 
contribute to the increase of publications which need 
analysis: the number of publications with a considerable 
number of authors (Adams, Pendlebury, Potter, & 
Szomszor, 2019), the growth of plagiarism (Eden, Dean, 

& Vaaler, 2018) and the appearance of predatory journals 
(Rupp, Anastasopolou, Wintermeyer, Malhaan, El 
Khassawna, & Heiss, 2019).

In the study “Multi-Authorship and Research 
Analytics” for the Institute for Scientific Information, 
Adams, Pendlebury, Potter and Szomszor (2019) identify 
a growing number of articles with more than 10 authors 
and the existence of articles with 1,000 or more authors of 
more than a hundred different nationalities. According to 
the same study, even though most of the articles published 
(95%) have 10 or fewer authors, there has been a greater 
growth in publications with more than 10 authors, 
comparing the periods from 2009 to 2013 to the period 
2014 to 2018. Equally but with greater growth there has 
been an increase in the number of publications involving 
authors from more than 40 countries.

Table 1. Articles written in all fields of knowledge for the 15 most prolific countries, regions, or economies in the world from 2008 to 2018.

Rank Region, country, 
or economy(a) 2008(b) 2018(c)

2008-2018(d)

Proportion of 
world production 

(%) 2018(e) 

Cumulative 
proportion of 

world production 
(%) 2018(f)

- World 1,755,850 2,555,959 3.83 - -
- European Union 528,938 622,125 1.64 24.34 -
1 China 249,049 528,263 7.81 20.67 20.67
2 United States 393,979 422,808 0.71 16.54 37.21
3 India 48,998 135,788 10.73 5.31 42.52
4 Germany 91,904 104,396 1.28 4.08 46.61
5 Japan 108,241 98,793 -0.91 3.87 50.47
6 United Kingdom 91,358 97,681 0.67 3.82 54.29
7 Russia 31,798 81,579 9.88 3.19 57.49
8 Italy 56,157 71,240 2.41 2.79 60.27
9 South Korea 44,094 66,376 4.17 2.60 62.87
10 France 66,460 66,352 -0.02 2.60 65.47
11 Brazil 35,490 60,148 5.42 2.35 67.82
12 Canada 53,296 59,968 1.19 2.35 70.17
13 Spain 44,191 54,537 2.13 2.13 72.30
14 Australia 37,174 53,610 3.73 2.10 74.40
15 Iran 17,034 48,306 10.99 1.89 76.29

Note. Source: White, K. (2019). Publication output, by region, country, or economy. Science & Engineering Indicators. Retrieved from  
https://ncses.nsf.gov/pubs/nsb20206/publication-output-by-region-country-or-economy. (a)The countries or economies are classified based 
on the total in 2018. The number of articles refers to peer-reviewed journal articles and conference annals since the indexation of Scopus. (b)

(c)The articles are classified by year of publication and attributed to a region based on the institutional addresses of the authors listed in the 
article. The proportions are based on the world total, excluding non-classified addresses (data not presented). The data collected is related to 
June 2019. (d)Average annual variation or composite growth rate during these years, given by: ;  
(e)Proportion of articles from this location; (f )Cumulative production of articles from these locations.

https://ncses.nsf.gov/pubs/nsb20206/publication-output-by-region-country-or-economy.
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Eden, Dean and Vaaler (2018) argue that individuals 
who are active in scientific research tend to commit 
plagiarism when three conditions occur: opportunity, 
incentive, and rationalization, which these authors call 
the fraud triangle (Cressey, 1953). According to these 
authors, the first aspect becomes viable when there is an 
asymmetry of information and ambiguity together with a 
lack of monitoring and enforcement (Stuebs & Wilkinson, 
2010). The second vertex of the fraud triangle is centered 
on an individual being able to identify financial or social 
incentives to commit frauds. The third vertex consists of 
rationalizing the act as consistent with the researcher’s code 
of ethics. Thus, depending on the understanding that this 
behavior is consistent with the practices and norms viewed 
as normal, the individual may feel disposed to commit 
certain acts contrary to the ethics of scientific research. And 
moreover, there is also the possibility of intentionally and 
strategically modifying the interpretation of the norms, in 
order to make unethical acts viable. 

In terms of the conditions pointed out by the 
structure of the fraud triangle, we would like to point out 
that monitoring is typically reduced, limited to checkbox 
mechanisms that the authors need to meet during the act 
of submission, in addition to plagiarism detecting software, 
such as iThenticate. The opportunity for fraud may also 
be emphasized due to reduced enforcement. That is, the 
frequency of penalties for inadequate behavior could be 
the subject of attention of journals interested in initiating 
behavior that is not entirely understood to be part of best 
ethical practices. As highlighted by Honig, Lampel, Siegel 
and Drnevich (2014), journals at the top of the fields of 
knowledge related to the social sciences should dedicate 
more attention to questions related to the ethical behavior 
of their authors. Thus, editors and reviewers should 
develop and practice abilities related to the ‘trust, but 
verify’ principle (to use an expression adopted by a recent 
RAC editorial: “Science should be Show Me, not Trust 
Me”, Mendes-Da-Silva, 2019b), to protect the integrity of 
the editorial process.

In addition to the increase of articles published, 
there has also been an increase in predatory journals (Rupp 
et al., 2019). That is, journals that, through the payment of 
a fee, rapidly publish any article. In Brazil, Perlin, Imasato 
and Borenstein (2018) analyzed publication during the 
period from 2000 to 2015 and concluded that even though 
predatory journals are a small percentage of all journal 
publications, they have been growing exponentially. It 
has also been verified that investigators with non-indexed 
publications who have obtained their PhD locally have 
a greater chance of publishing in predatory journals 
(Pohlmann, 2019).

The dividing line between works that deliver a 
significant contribution to a given field of knowledge and 
those that can be seen merely repackaging data that is 
rarely well-defined, and require that editors and evaluators 
be sufficiently informed about the relevant aspects of the 
editorial process involving the submitted work (Camargo, 
2013). It is for this reason that the RAC will now demand 
that all authors inform it whether the data utilized in 
submitted research was utilized in a recently published 
work in another locale, which can have some relevance 
to the submitted work. More obviously, these procedures 
depend on the integrity of the authors. The final motivation 
is to increase the rigor of looking through the works that 
may contribute to the field of knowledge, inhibiting salami 
science. 

In situations in which the authors did not 
appropriately report the state of the art, they deprived 
the editors and evaluators of an opportunity to gauge 
the effective extent of the contribution of correlated 
knowledge. Also, in this respect, the insufficient detailing 
of the current relevant literature related to the addressed 
theme not only distorts the frontiers of the investigated 
field, but also omits relevant information. It is reasonable 
to accept that it is getting more and more difficult to 
be completely aware of all recent relevant scientific 
publications as well as those that have not yet been 
published, which are available as working papers in various 
channels (like conference proceedings and repositories: 
SSRN and ResearchGate, among others). Moreover, in 
these situations in which authors omit a reference to their 
own work, the understanding of the editors and reviewers 
cannot go very far beyond dishonest behavior that wounds 
the principle of accountability in research (Camargo, 
2013; Wawer, 2019).

It is reasonably unlikely that someone will deny his 
or her desire to publish new results as rapidly as possible, 
and there is nothing illegitimate in this desire. In parallel, 
the desire to do this just to increase the number of 
publications, dividing research into articles with marginal 
or minimal contributions, comes to configure behavior 
that is explicitly not very legitimate. Editors and evaluators 
(which are essentially our own peers) around the world 
have come to dedicating attention to issues regarding this 
phenomenon. After all, how many articles can be published 
based on a single research project (Jackson, Walter, Daly, 
& Cleary, 2014; Watson et al., 2014)?
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WHAT IS SALAMI SCIENCE?WHAT IS SALAMI SCIENCE?

According to Elstein, Cadmus, Pitkin, Mundy and 
McDowell (1998), salami science essentially signifies 
reporting the results of a single study in two or more 
articles. This signifies that research efforts are divided or 
sliced into different articles responding to questions of 
different investigations about the same subject and using 
the same data. Segmentation per se is not a bad scientific 
practice and, sometimes, it is even necessary, namely in 
studies of smaller scale with various research questions and 
methodological approaches. For example: (a) when various 
parts of a study (including the results) can be of interest 
to different audiences. In situations like this, if the article 
is not sliced up, and as a result is published in more than 
one version, part of the audience could end up missing 
relevant knowledge; (b) when the study deals with various 
dimensions of a problem that is to extensive and intricate 
to be published within a single article. 

Salami science occurs when the same authors, using 
the same data (or very similar data), produce various 
publications about the same subject, with low marginal 
contributions, with the objective being to increase their 
number of publications (Britigan, Strauss, & Susman, 2010; 
Engle, 2018; Feeg, 1992; Hoit, 2007; Nature Materials, 
2005; Smolčić, 2013).

Thus, the segmentation of research in various 
scientific articles requires heightened scrutiny, increasing 
the work associated with peer review; the scientific 
journals require time dedicated to editorial processing. 
To reviewees, it requires time to analyze overlapping with 
other publications by the same authors on the same subject 
using the same data, which could be used to evaluate 
studies that present new data or results for readers, possibly 
causing the loss of time that could be spent reading really 
new and original studies, instead of having to read various 
publications by the same authors to mount a jigsaw puzzle 
of the small marginal contributions of each of them.

WHY DOES SALAMI SCIENCE OCCUR?WHY DOES SALAMI SCIENCE OCCUR?

In part, salami science can occur not due to the 
intrinsic intention of researchers to maximize their count 
of publications, but rather the incentives and conditions 
of the context where they work. For example: the criteria 
of attributing financing for investigation projects (which 
fundamentally value the number of publications as output) 
and the hiring of professors and investigators based on 
their number of publications. Under a publish or perish 
atmosphere that has increased over the past few decades, 
the excessive emphasis on the volume of publication as the 
proxy to evaluate scientific production inevitably rewards 

quantity over quality. As a consequence, rather than commit 
themselves to more demanding review procedures in high 
quality journals, authors may opt to divide their research 
into various publications for lower quality journals with 
more benevolent review and acceptance processes. 

This practice by some investigators may be due 
basically to three factors, at least in the view of Elstein 
et al. (1998): (a) the pressure to publish or perish, which 
may imply the researchers losing their positions, their 
potential mandate, and even their job; (b) the increase in 
their appeals to convince stimulation agency evaluators, 
which may encourage researchers to increase their number 
of publications; (c) the protection of financial interests due 
to a research product, even before it becomes commercial: 
researchers may feel the need to seek to increase their 
number of articles and citations to legitimate their position 
as owners and deserving of financial rewards associated 
with this product.

This does not mean, however, that the only criterion 
of evaluation for researchers and research institutions is 
or should be the volume of scientific articles published. 
Nonetheless, it would be naïve if professors, particularly 
those who are just beginning their scientific careers, were 
not aware of the dictum publish or perish. We should 
also underline the role of defining institutional evaluation 
policies with broader qualitative dimensions that are 
up to the players in the scientific research environment 
(Camargo, 2013; Tarrant, 2017). Researchers, especially 
the more experienced seniors, should be evaluated by the 
regulation of the research institution, regulations that 
should stimulate the concept and execution of politics 
designed to inhibit salami science.

First, the journal editors should declare in their 
instructions to the authors that their journals generally 
do not accept more than one article from the same study. 
Second, the authors should divulge all of the possible 
similar publications, published abstracts, similar articles, 
and parts of the same study that were published in other 
places (or if everything was published in other places). This 
is the reason why Nature Materials explicitly requires that 
all authors supply details and preprints of all the works that 
are being considered, in the press or recently published in 
another place, which could have some relevance to the 
work being submitted. In the final analysis, however, this 
depends on the integrity of the authors.

OPEN DATA, THE REUSE OF DATA, AND OPEN DATA, THE REUSE OF DATA, AND 
CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE LITERATURECONTRIBUTIONS TO THE LITERATURE

The practice of open data, in addition to inhibiting 
salami science by the original authors, makes it possible 
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to scrutinize other publications through the possibility 
that other investigators could replicate a study, especially 
when these raise doubts about the level of the results. 
Thus, more practices of investigation, either at the level 
of their treatment or the respective results, are easily 
identified. An example of this occurred in June 2020 
when the prestigious journals New England Journal of 
Medicine and The Lancet annulled the publication of 
two studies related to COVID-19, in function of the 
data being judged to be of low quality, or not very 
trustworthy (Davey, 2020; Gomes, 2020).

There is a growing clamor around the world in 
the name of open data. The list of motivations for this 
reason include research transparency, the viability of 
new research based on the reuse of data for new studies 
and teaching activities, reducing the cost of the realized 
research, among other expected benefits. However, in 
encouraging the practice of open data, such as the reuse 
of data, we should not confuse open science practices 
with incentives for salami science. 

That is, the reuse of published data, which usually 
has already been used in previous studies (qualitative 
or quantitative), should occur due to one of the main 
concerns, and should receive balanced attention and 
simultaneous recognition of the database sources and the 
proper citation of works that have already used the data 
for correlated studies (Irwin & Winterton, 2012). With 
this, it is expected that we will not incur the multiplicity 
of the articles that merely replicate previous studies, as 
if these do not exist. It is the duty of the authors to 
transparently and completely register the data source 
and the references that use this data within the subject 
of the study. As a consequence, the authors will have 
appropriately presented the state of the art, allowing for 
the study’s contribution to be faithfully argued.

The RAC has published articles with open data, 
in line with the international trends in defense of open 
science and all of their motivators and expected results. 
In addition, the RAC is open to works supported by the 

reuse of data utilized in already published studies. But it 
is imperative that the authors make the proper, honest, 
and transparent registry of the origin of the data, the 
state of the art, and the effective contribution that their 
work delivers compared to previous works. And, in 
this sense, we understand that we are contributing to 
inhibit salami science, by not ignoring that a group of 
articles could end up being improperly published based 
on the same research effort. This merely for the purpose 
of increasing the count of published articles, even if 
they are redundant in terms of the result, and basically 
without explicit contributions to the field of knowledge 
for which they are being considered. 

The evolution of the number of articles with open 
data in recent years is undeniable. If we consider the 
works published in the Public Library of Science (Figure 
1), we can note that the quantity of articles that have 
been sharing data since 2014 is decreasing.

Even though there is a strong trend toward 
sharing scientific research data, based on which ample 
liquid benefits are expected for society, there are also 
researchers who are worried about the lack of resources 
and incentives to share their research data. Some 
understand that there is an incremental force to publish 
data when the articles are published. However, this 
occasional extra effort can be really seen as an investment 
and not a cost. It is a more reliable and reusable research 
investment for the scientific community. In addition, 
it would be an investment in the reputation of the 
individual researcher, given that a citation of an open 
data article can be larger compared to its counterparts 
that do not have open data (Colavizza, Hrynaszkiewicz, 
Staden, Whitaker, & McGillivray, 2020).
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DÉJÀ LU DÉJÀ LU AND AND OPEN DATAOPEN DATA

The opportunities have not been rare in which we 
have come across a study that gives us the sensation that 
we have already seen something similar at another time. 
And sometimes this sensation may be motivated by facts. 
That is, déjà lu would not be in vain. Obviously, all science 
is based on previously accumulated knowledge, but the 
additional contribution of each publication has to be clear. 

At the same time, scientific societies around the 
world have placed the data profile as a way to elevate the 
level of conducted research. For example, the American 
Finance Association in Atlanta in January 2019 dedicated 
some attention to this aspect during one of its annual 

meetings (Giglio, Kuhnen, Baker, & Diamond, 2019). 
The reuse of data is something that has great potential 
for effective advances in the field of knowledge. This 
assumption is applicable to the field of management and 
business research, and at the same time handles concerns 
with salami science (Covin & McMullen, 2019).  In 
addition to new studies, the reuse of data can make the 
enrichment of teaching activities possible as well as the 
training of new researchers. As Raaij (2018) points out, 
the Academy of Management’s code of ethics contains two 
recommendations regarding ethical standards:

2.1.2. AOM members explicitly cite others’ work 
and ideas, including their own, even if the work 
or ideas are not quoted verbatim or paraphrased. 

Figure 1. Evolution of categories of author discourse related to the availability of data (2004-2018) in the Public Library of Science.
Source: Adapted from Knutson, D. (2020). A selfish reason to share research data. The Official Plos Blog. Retrieved from 
https://theplosblog.plos.org/2020/05/a-selfish-reason-to-share-research-data/.
The histogram shows the number of publications of specific subgroups of groups of data and DAS (data availability statement) categories: 
No DAS (0), Category 1 (data available upon request), Category 2 (data contained in the article and the complementary materials), and 
Category 3 (exists a link for data archived in a public repository). The solid vertical line shows the date that the mandatory DAS policy was 
introduced. The RAC, since July 2018, has strongly encouraged the practice of Category 3, maintaining a repository that centralizes data 
and materials used in scientific articles (https://dataverse.harvard.edu/dataverse/rac/ retrieved on June 22, 2020). In addition, articles with 
open data and/or materials are identified by an icon that signals the status of open data/materials.
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This standard applies whether the previous work is 
published, unpublished, or electronically available. 

3.5. When AOM members publish data or findings 
that overlap with work they have previously 
published elsewhere, they cite these publications. 
AOM members must also send the prior publication 
or in-press work to the AOM journal editor to 
whom they are submitting their work (Academy of 
Management, 2020, online).

Raaij (2018) reports examples of problematic 
practices with the opportunity for successive publications 
based on the same database (Table 2). That is, despite 
the potential gain in productivity from the reuse of data 
(Mendes-Da-Silva, 2019a; Piwowar & Vision, 2013; 
Tenopir et al., 2015; Wallis, Rolando, & Borgman, 2013; 
Zimmerman, 2008), ethis procedure should be employed 
as long as attention is paid to the way in which the reuse 
of data occurs, so that it is not confused with salami 
science practices. Raaij (2018) points out advice to avoid 
incurring inappropriate practices, including:

 . formulating hypotheses before the data is collected; 

 . defining measuring instruments and multi-item 
constructs before the data collection; 

 . collecting data specifically to test hypotheses in a 
certain study; 

 . defining criteria for the exclusion of data before the 
data collection; 

 . maintaining transparency regarding the collection 
instruments employed in the procedure, as well as 
the relevant methodological procedures.

The practice of reusing data once data from 
previously published studies is made available emits a 
signal that the author is committed to not incurring the 
practice of salami science. At the end, in the future this is a 
case when the author himself or herself will decide whether 
to re(use) his or her own data, in a new study with a new 
question that will be sufficient to bring contributions and 
in competition with other investigators with access to the 
same data. In this respect, it is not appropriate to assume 
that just studies of a quantitative nature will be subject to 
sharing data, in order to permit their future reuse. That 
is, there is a gamut of research opportunities that could 
be viable if the benefits of the reuse of qualitative data 
were a reality (Davidson, Edwards, Jamieson, & Weller, 
2019; Hughes, Hughes, & Tarrant, 2020; Irwin, Bornat, 

& Winterton, 2012; Lewthwaite, Jamieson, Weller, 
Edwards, & Nind, 2019; Tarrant & Hughes, 2019).

APPLICATION OF PENALTIES FOR THE APPLICATION OF PENALTIES FOR THE 
PRACTICE OF SALAMI SCIENCEPRACTICE OF SALAMI SCIENCE

Besides warning the community about the 
consequences of salami science, we need to discuss the 
necessity and the necessary procedures to penalize this 
practice that harms the community and society (Mojon-
Azzi & Mojon, 2004; Tolsgaard, Ellaway, Woods, & 
Norman, 2019). However, the imperative is to emphasize 
the risks of applying penalties to researchers who have not 
tried to inflate their numbers, as well as not penalizing 
researchers who wish to achieve projection without 
making an effective contribution. 

The practice of open data can be more valuable 
when allied with inhibiting the inappropriate (re)use of 
data in multiple publications. That is, to the extent that 
data that supports a study is published together with the 
article, it is understood that this data is no longer limited 
to the knowledge of its authors, but rather the entire 
community. As a consequence, the reuse of data will be 
conditioned by the declaration of an original source, 
inhibiting the behavior of producing multiple articles 
without the necessary transparency of previous uses of 
data and mainly the effective contribution of the article 
based on the reuse of data (Génova, Astudillo, & Fraga, 
2016; Johnson, 2006).

Laake, Benestad and Olsen (2007) point out 
that in some countries there are systems dedicated 
to the investigation of occasional occurrences of bad 
scientific conduct. An example in Denmark is the 
Danish Committees on Scientific Dishonesty (DCSD) 
(https://ufm.dk/en/research-and-innovation/councils-
and-commissions/The-Danish-Committee-on-Research-
Misconduct; retrieved on June 21, 2020). The application 
of penalties on researchers who perform the undesirable 
practice of the multiplicity of publications, using 
essentially the same data, without an incremental gain 
that justifies the publication, is a subject to be discussed 
and addressed appropriately.
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Table 2. Potential practical problems due to the reuse of data and its respective implications.

Conduct to be avoided Resulting problem Undesirable consequences for the community

Hiding of the previous 
use of data

Not being transparent about the existence of previous 
publications that used the same group of data for analysis. 

Deficit in transparency impedes readers from properly evaluating to what 
extent the presented results are effectively new in relation to what has already 
been published.

Hiding of the age of the 
data

Not being transparent about the age of the data. This makes it difficult for the readers to evaluate to what extent they believe 
that the results are (still) valid at the time of publication.

Insinuation that the data 
collection is recent

Suggesting that the data was collected specifically for this 
article. 

This suggests that best practices in empirical research were followed, while in 
truth the sample and/or data may end up not being the best for the variables 
studied and for the hypotheses being tested. 

Insinuation that the 
metrics are dedicated

Suggesting that the instruments/scales of measurement 
were developed specifically for this study. 

This suggests that best practices in empirical research were followed, 
while in truth the measurement instruments may not be the most 
appropriate for the studied variables and the tested hypotheses. 

Inconsistent references Using the same indicators (items), and groups of 
indicators, for different constructs in different articles.

This suggests that the measurement model may not have been defined 
ex ante, having been in truth created after the data was collected (and 
analyzed). 

Reuse of the items in an 
inconsistent manner

Using references for measuring instruments that are 
actually created after the data collection effort.

This suggests that the measurement model was created after the data was 
collected (and analyzed), and that probably the authors are capitalizing on 
and inflating the chance of finding significant relationships between the 
variables. This practice can also be used to emulate the existence of more 
connections of the study with more recent works that do not effectively 
exist.

Inconsistent manner of 
naming constructs 

Using various labels for the same constructs, with they 
being composed of the same indicators in different 
articles. 

This limits the capacity of readers to evaluate whether a construct that 
appears to be new is really built upon existing constructs. This makes 
meta-analytical studies more difficult and can end up suggesting 
theoretical contributions that do not really exist. 

Inconsistent conception 
of the constructs

Using various groups of indicators for a construct that has 
the same label in a different article. 

As an alternative form to the problem above, this signifies that a 
construct that appears to be the same is in fact a different construct. 
Again, this makes the accumulation of knowledge from meta-
analytical studies difficult. 

Hiding of inconsistent 
exclusion of data

Using various rules to include or exclude observations in 
articles without a proper explanation.

This suggests that the decisions taken in regard to the inclusion or 
exclusion of data were taken after the collection and analysis of the 
data, and that the authors are “massaging the data” to find significant 
relationships between the variables. 

Self-contradiction 
without explanation

In more recent articles using the same data, making 
declarations that contradicted previous publications, but 
without referencing previous publications. 

This suggests that the very successful publication of an individual 
article would be more important than its own process of the cumulative 
development of knowledge through these studies. 

Recursive construction of 
hypotheses 

Citing a previous publication based on the same group of 
data with empirical support for the hypotheses developed 
in subsequent articles. 

With this practice, the reader is fooled, believing that there are motives 
for proposing certain hypotheses, while the author(s) already know 
that the same group of data will support this hypothesis. 

Recursive development of 
methods

Citing a previous publication based on the same group of 
data, as if it were an independent source based on which 
research methods were adopted or adapted. 

The reader could be being fooled into believing that these previous 
publications provide sufficient independent support for the quality of 
the study’s research methods. 

Ignoring relevant and 
known conditions

Not including variables in an article analysis, with they 
being considered in a previous publication. 

The reader could be being fooled into believing that there is no 
knowledge of the variables that condition the presented relationships. 

Claiming falsely that there 
is corroboration

Suggesting that previous publications (using the same 
data) have corroborated the results of recent articles. 

This practice implies suggesting the accumulation of knowledge 
between the studies, while this is no more than an artifice to artificially 
increase the credibility and contribution of a later article. 

Declaring a false empirical 
contribution 

Suggesting that a later article provides an empirical 
contribution (for example, a replication) for previous 
publications that used the same group of data. 

A later study can only offer an empirical contribution to a debate 
(for example, through a replication) when studying the same 
phenomenon, or relationship, using new data or methods that possess 
explicit comparative advantages compared to the previously employed 
method. This practice claims the accumulation of knowledge that 
does not exist. 

Hiding the occasional 
evidence of inconvenient 
data

Discussing unmeasured items or constructs as a 
limitation of an article, while in other publications that 
use the same group of data it is clear that these items or 
constructs have been measured and made available.

This procedure can only be classified as a lie by the readers. 

Hiding duplication Basically testing the same hypotheses again in a later 
article without referencing previous publications. 

This would be a classic case of duplicate publication or self-plagiarism. 

Note. Source: adapted from Raaij, E. M. V. (2018). Déjà lu: On the limits of data reuse across multiple publications. Journal of Purchasing and Supply 
Management, 24(3), 183-191. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2018.06.002
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THIS ISSUETHIS ISSUE
This issue is dedicated to the inauguration of a new 

section of the RAC (Martins, 2021), Tutorial Articles. 
The implicit intention of this new section is contained in 
the combination of other realizations that began in mid-
2018, focused on one word: transparency, together with its 
antecedents and consequences (Mendes-Da-Silva, 2018b). 
We hope that open data and the reuse of data in new studies, 
as well as the publication of tutorial articles, will help permit 
four main advances: (a) more celerity in the production of 
knowledge; (b) the reduction of redundant efforts in terms of 
the employment of modern research methods; (c) improving 
the standards of teaching methods in business research; (d) 
more space so that researchers can publish works dedicated 
to methods, among other positive liquid impacts in the field 
of business and correlated fields, such as the reduction of 
salami science (Pfleegor, Katz, & Bowers, 2019). 

With this, we hope to contribute so that the RAC can 
achieve a positive incremental impact on society, bearing in 
mind the stimulus of the capillarity of the use of modern 

research approach techniques on the quantitative as well as 
qualitative side. The article by Martins (2021) provides the 
proper presentation of the section of old tutorial articles, as 
well as the works selected for this opportunity. 

I would like to register here our sincere and honest 
personal acknowledgements to the authors of the tutorial 
articles that will inaugurate the RAC’s new section. These 
people (re)acted to the public call dedicated to a relatively 
uncommon type of article, and this required some personal 
characteristics on the part of the researchers, including 
adaptability, entrepreneurship, patience, persistence, a 
willingness to take risks, and abnegation (because they could 
have invested their time in something closer to their comfort 
zone). We await new submissions of tutorial articles, and 
there is no shortage of subjects that need good tutorials. 
The researcher public and acting students are growing at a 
vertiginous rate, and we need to invest in the development 
of modern abilities that make innovative and, above all, 
transparent studies possible.

Good reading!
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