Col

_ Journals

od ¢ L —N0 B
On-line [real time] virtual streaming

L Paper mills cinc
Predarory publishers

A S e 4 M (CheotHeui YUN)



166 A
| %/A1 /[ o /9EN

—

——————1

N

4 K S | —
(ResearchMisconduct)

Vi

=
. '../_;""—7
Pk
e

=—=

= NG
~ THEHEAT

APC (article processing charge; 6 v

KCSE

Open access vs. Predatory publisher

Paper mills

- .8



1 pd ¢ L N0
On-line [real time] virtual streaming

Open /AcceEss



Open science : Predatory publishers
cncl Paper mill = ralcnec issues

Open access (OA)
Predatory publishers

Paper mill
llii@nSpeErENEY,

11/10/2024

\

Preprint
Repository

Data sharing policy

< < < <

General data protection
regulation

KCSE



Open SEiEnNeE S « w w
OPEN

EXPAND THE POSSIBLE

SCIENCES

ValueS Hardware
Quality and integrity

Collective benefit

Equity and fairness

Diversity and inclusiveness

Open
Source

Open
Evaluation

Guiding principles

Transparency, scrutiny, critique and reproducibility
Equality of opportunities

Responsibility, respect and accountability

Collaboration, participation and inclusion Citizen
Flexibility SCce 0 %) -
. - pen
Sustainability Notebook
Open
Prepared for the Canadian Commission for UNESCO Innovation

By Ella Chan, Dick Bourgeois-Doyle, Michael Donaldson, and Eleanor Haine-Bennett
Ottawa, Canada, April 2020
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Opcen AceeEss

TRANSLATIONS

One goal of the BOAI is to encourage cultural
diversity. With this in mind, we would like to
circulate the BOAI20 Recommendations in as many

languages as possible. Generous volunteers are

TheBudapestOpen Accesdnitiative arose from a small but lively meeting | | s the recommendatons. ifyou vouid e

interested in volunteering to translate the

convened in Budapest by thepen Society Institutgnow Open Society recommendatons, please cortact
Foundations[OSH on December -2, 2001,

boaiZ0anniversary@gmail.com. The
recommendations are currently available in the

2012

BOAI10

The meeting to mark the tenth anniversary
of the BOAI took place in Budapest,
Hungary on February 14-15, 2012.

following language(s):

» Chinese (Simplified)

= English
* French
2017 « Polish
= Spanish
s Turkish
BOAI15
A global community survey was conducted
to take stock of progress toward Open BOAI20
Access and to gauge the main obstacles
L i In collaboration with colleagues from
to its widespread adoption.

Bethesda Statement on Open Access Publishing
11 April 2003, the Howard Hughes Medical Institute

KCSE

around the world, we developed a new set
of recommendations to mark the BOAl's

20th anniversary.

LBelire Declaralior orn @ﬁwym
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https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Howard_Hughes_Medical_Institute

TRE BUDAPRPEST OREN ACCESS INITIATIVE:
20TH ANNIVERSARY RECOMMENDATIONS February 142022

SUMMARY

Open access is not an end in itself, but a means to further ends. Above all, it is a means to the equity, quality,argability,
sustainability of research. Our four hidgvel recommendations address systemic problems that obstruct progress toward thése en
1. Host OA research on open infrastructuttdost and publish OA texts, data, metadata, code, and other digital research outputs on
open, communitycontrolled infrastructure. Use infrastructure that minimizes the risk of future access restrictions or control b
commercial organizations. Where open infrastructure is not yet adequate for current needs, develop it further.

2. Reform research assessment and rewards to improve incentidefust research assessment practices for funding decisions and
university hiring, promotion, and tenure decisions. Eliminate disincentives for OA and create positive new incentives for OA.

3. Favor inclusive publishing and distribution channels that never exclude authors on economic grotakisfull advantage of OA

repositoriesandné t / 22 dzNy I £ & o & 3 NEMoye away frond &tidleypeocessing charges (APCS)

4. When we spend money to publish OA research, remember the goals to which OA is the nitéams.models which benefit all
regions of the world, which are controlled by acadeteid and nonprofit organizations, which avoid concentrating new OA lilezah
commercially dominant journals, and which avoid entrenching models in conflict with these goals. Move away framdpadlish
agreements.

6957 individuals and 1612 organizations have added
their names to the declaration.
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Open aceess: EU push [wave 1]

nature Inte rekly journal of seience

Home | News & Comment | Research | Careers & Jobs | Current Issue | Archive | Audio & Video | For Au

< b=

Dutch lead European push to flip journals to open
access

Academic consortia urge faster changes in scholarly publishing.
Declan Butler

06 January 2016
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Open aceess: EU push [wave 1]

wov] NAtUre
International journal of science

News & Comment Research

Mews Opinion Research Analysis Careers Books & Culture

NEWS - 23 SEPTEMBER 2018

Finland joins Europe’s bold open-access push

Nation’s funder is the first to join Plan S — which aims to make all scientific works free to

read on publication — since the effort was announced.

KCSE



Open acsess: WaEllcome Trusr che Canes [Feuneenieon [2]
nature

NEWS - 05 NOVEMBER 2018

Wellcome and Gates join bold European open-
access plan

The Wellcome Trust has also announced how it will implement the plan, which could provide

a blueprint for others.

doi: 10.1038/d41586018-073005

e

“-\ M
S e ——
— L ———
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Open aceess: Universities, Garmncn [3]
TheScientist

EXPLORING LIFE, INSPIRING INNOVATION

Major German Universities \Cancel Elsevier Contracts

These institutions join around 60 others that hope to put increasing pressure on the
publishing giant in ongoing negotiations for a new nationwide licensing agreement.

- ¥ EEEEE -

|
: On Jul. 27, 2017 :
i ~ four major academic institutions in Berlin announced that they would not renew their subscriptions with the DllJtch
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

i publishing giant Elsevier .. ..

.0( ¢KS 3IASYSNI{t A a&adzSreskaichdon& ik publicyfunded, thiydle dEfiikgand gaalityicngol [peer
| ' review]is done by people who are paid by the publlc [and] mhechase of the journahs alsopaid by the publi& €
-aI 8ad / KNARaAGAlIY ¢K2YasSys GKS LINBAARSYyd 2F (0KS ¢sor<'y)\
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Ooen aceess: Universities, UC [3]

naure

International journal of science

NEWS - 28 FEBRUARY 2019 - UPDATE 01 MARCH 2019

Huge US university cancels subscription with

Elsevier

61.99

48.99 48 69

38901 39.8%

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

* =8 FXARE (55): Science Direct, Wiley, Springer, Taylor & Francis, Nature

cess terms. I On Feb. 28, 2019

O

L4
Search

a and Dutch publisher fail to strike deal that would allow researchers to

E UC publishegearly 10% of US research papers.
i About $11 million a year to Elsevier in subscription fees.

MEM SS A2 HXKlE 1= F0]
e TES(H) e IEFH(F)
10024 149 150

80%

602

559 127
409 120
20134 2016 2019 2022
Atg: MSstl S The JoongAng

doi: 10.1038/d415868019-00758x%

RELATED ARTICLES

Thousands of scientists run up against

Elsevier’s paywall

Scientists in Germany, Peru and
Taiwan to lose access to Elsevier

| PRCCEOESS P




‘No pay® publishing meccl [4]

NEWS | 02 June 2023
EU council’s ‘no pay’ publishing
model draws mixed response

Some academics have welcomed the proposed oj@@tess plans. But publishiAgdustry
representatives warn they are unrealistic and lack detall.

TheEuropeanUy A 2of@@lof ministers hasalled forthe bloc to implement = Wy 2 LJ- e O
academiepublishing modethat bears no cost to readers or authors.

Katharine Sanderson

: ' YESStrong support

- Organlzatlons including the German Research Federemﬁﬁ)(have welcomed the prlnC|pIes In a statement, ieGsaid
.u KFId A0 &dzLIL2NISR GKS afl yRYI NJ NJSOQYYSVRI u)\zyaecb Q
II Gl AflFToAtAGE 2F FdzyRad RSUSNNAYSE LI NIODAOALI GAZ2Y Ay |

U T TR
(
S .

Focus onntegrity
The conclusions also highlight the importance of research integrity in publications, and recommend that member ste

make effortsto tackle predatory journalsand paper millst companies or individuals.

KCSE


https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-023-01810-7?utm_source=Nature+Briefing&utm_campaign=cadab83fe1-briefing-dy-20230605&utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_c9dfd39373-cadab83fe1-43350725#author-0
https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-021-00239-0
https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-021-00733-5

Open access Oat any Cos%‘)—”ﬁ@m%ﬁ

accessat-any-costcannotsupport | LSE Impact

scholarly publishing communities  «atinthaneyauy 26, 2023 scholatiypublishingcommunites/ - plog

The EU Councilds recent call | ead curOpenAccasse fhenmd pdlyse s t
vS. redisonablecostso o f puvsl at@nadosto nover the past

Following the signing of the Budapest, Berlin, and Bethesda Open Access declarations in the early
2000s, progress has been made t ofiee dhseadaiebutnosi o
Nfreeo or even affwottaslmime drgupmug ltihath t he

UNESCO Recommendation on EHYE "HEZAZ U2 R&AD =2 25 A B2 2
Open SCience Last update:21 September 2023 7H R

Diampnpl Open Access: Global Paradigm Shift in Scholarly | werztosTe, A2 28 7 FACT SHEET: Biden-Harris
Publishing [UNESCO] 21 February 2024 BFE | U 2022/08/29 16:16 L. ]

The emergence of the Diamond Open Access publication Administration Announces New

system marks a transformative shift in the scholarly publishing 3 S| I | Actions to Advance Open and
landscape, challenging the conventional paradigms of 7 S =

knowledge dissemination. Equitable Research

C t 1 » OSTP » NEWS & UPDATES » PRESS RELEASES
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https://blogs.lse.ac.uk/impactofsocialsciences/2023/07/20/open-access-at-any-cost-cannot-support-scholarly-publishing-communities/

Open Aceess fourmals (Golel ©OA) msidwaio

A20092 about 4,800 active OA journals, publishing around 190,000 articles.

A201510: over 10,000 OA journals listed in the Directory of Open Access Jour
(DOAJ)

A201802.16: 11,169; Peareviewed OA journals listed in the DOAJ.

80 130 12,789 18,541 8,206,141

80 \ 134 \ 13,595 20,437 \ 9987483

80 135 13,764 20,955 10,520,052

LANGUAGES COUNTRIES JOURNALS WITHOUT JOURNALS ARTICLE RECORDS
REPRESENTED APCS As of Oct, 2024

KCSE



Open AceEss jjourmnel

ATraditional(subscription) model.

AFeebased(gold)open access (OAfjnanced by submitting authors (typically
throughtheir institution or funding agency).

ANo-fee (platinum or diamond)_ /A funded by an academic institution,
learned society or a government information center.

ADelayedOA: subscription model but OA after some time.
AHybridOA:a subscription journal in which some of the articles are OA

KCSE
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nature

COMMENT - 11 DECEMEBER 2019

Predatory journals: no definition, no
defence

Leading scholars and publishers from ten countries have agreed a definition of
predatory publishing that can protect scholarship. It took 12 hours of discussion,
18 questions and 3 rounds to reach.

The definition Agnes Grudniewicz™, David Moher™., Kelly D. Cobey™. Gregory L. Bryson, Samantha Cukier, Kristiann Allen, Clare Ardern, Lesley F
¢tKS O2yasSyadza RSTAYAUGAZ2ZY NBIFOKSR gl ay at NBRIG2N
Interest at the expense of scholarship and are characterized by false or misleading information, deviation f
best editorial and publication practices, a lack of transparency, and/or the use of aggressive and indiscrimi
a2t AOAGFOAZ2Y LINY OGAOSa& d¢

They accept articles for publicationo al ong wi t h @& withdubper®rmning e
promised quality checks for issues such as plagiarism or ethical approval.

https:// www.nature.confarticles/d41586019-03759y?utm_sourcefbk_nnc&utm_mediurssocial&utm_campaigmnaturenews&sf226013794=1&fbclid=IwAROdLYMSKEZDRpGEqWO0Zn9vioMAET6QMIdUa7eDeeJNCBya¢EP
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https:// paolocrosetto.wordpress.coff021/04/12/is-mdpi-

Is MDPI a predatory publisher? paolo crosetto =~ brodatorvpublisher

Articles in Normal, Special Issues, Sections and Collections at MDPI
74 journals with an Impact Factor. One square = 200 articles

:lulillil
_ $33333208 : :
T Across the 74 journals, there were 388 Special
H Issuesin 2013, about five per journal. In 2020,
S there were 6756 Sls, somewhat less than
Ssssssssss . . .
HEHE a hundred per journal. The provisional data for
Seuse  ISHIHE march 2021 counts 39687 Sls that are open and
LR HEHE awaiting papers 8 about 500 per journal .
- fiﬂ;ﬁg; ;ff;ﬂ;f Number of Special Issues at 74 MDPI journals with an IF.
ghsmssess  gasssmmsss *open special issues with a closing date in 2021
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 20217
o
2000 g i 288 475 -10 090 1386 2342 4096 756 39587
§:$§====== 3:55:33333 §:$:====== §:$§====== §E§:======

Data:MDPI - code: @paolocrosetto
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https://paolocrosetto.wordpress.com/2021/04/12/is-mdpi-a-predatory-publisher/
https://paolocrosetto.wordpress.com/author/milanphd/

FaSt-g rOWi ng Erggel; iﬁgpesrzﬁleisg?slwith guest editors have driven much of

open-access e
journals lose ,
impact factors Science

AVAAAS MDPI regular issues

28 MAR 2023. 5:55 PM | BYJEFFREY BRAINARD ® Frontiers special issues

= Frontiers regular issues
Clarivate said it is continuing teview 450 more = 150 PLOS

m

S

E 100

E

=

50

Removabf 19 Hindawiand two MDPI journals [one of tHdDPI, ‘
|IJERPHL7,000 articles in 2022] : publishing large numbers of 0 —#
special issuess likely at the heart of the concern. 2016 2018 2020 2022

Data for Hindawi were not included in this analysis.

KCSE


https://www.science.org/content/author/jeffrey-brainard

Guest Post — Reputation and Publication
Volume at MDPI and Frontiers

THE SCHOLARLY

kitchen

BY CHRISTOBETROU SEP 18, 2023

L W9 wfteafad) a

1818184 o

1.6

1.7

1.0

Fast publishingahigh
acceptance rateand a
low APCare

unattractive to authors
If they are not
accompanied by a good
(or in some cases, any) ]
Impact Factor and
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Figure 1. IJERPH's monthly paper volume. Based on data from MDPI's website
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1.0

In March 2023, LHERPH

was delisted from WoS
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0.3 0.20202
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https:// scholarlykitchen.sspnet.off023/09/18/qguestpostreputation-and-publicationvolume-at-mdpiand-frontiers-the-1b-question/
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https://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/2023/09/18/guest-post-reputation-and-publication-volume-at-mdpi-and-frontiers-the-1b-question/
https://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/author/christos-petrou/

THE SCHOLARLY

Guest Post — Addressing Paper Millsanda  Lkitchen
Way Forward for Journal Security

By JAY FLYNN | APR 4, 2023 | 19 COMMENTS

What Is a Paper Mill?

In recent years, publishers have seen an increase in research integrity issues stemr
from systematic manipulation of the publishing proce$zaper mills are at the heart of
this. The scholarly publishing industry organization Committee on Publication Ethics
(COPE) descr i be sprgitampeeted, unoifficidl ed patsntiafly illegal
organizations that produce and sell fraudulent manuscripts that seem to resemble
genuine research o

KCSE



THE SCHOLARLY

Guest Post — Addressing Paper Millsanda  Lkitchen
Way Forward for Journal Security

By JAY FLYNN | APR 4, 2023 | 19 COMMENTS

Paper mills circumvent journal security by doing two thimganipulating identitie®f
the participants in the publishing process, faticating contenthat gets published.
Journal security Is thus critical for trustworthy research communicithout it, paper
mills and other schemes will continue to fill journals with fabricated content, and dar
socletyos trust 1 n peelThescle of tnevprodlendwill jordy

Increase as technology, like generative Al, becomes more widely adopted.

KCSE



Paper mills anc predatory publishers

NEWS | 18 January 2023

Multimillion-dollar trade in paper

. L] -
authorships alarms publishers .
Buying a fraudulent authorship can cosyndr
Journals have begun retracting publications with suspicious links to sites trading in Holl E|Se or thousands of dollars. Credit: Getty.

author positions. 18 January 2023

In a preprintt posted on the arXiv server in December 2021, Abalkina describes an analysis of more than 1,000
authorship offers, together worth more than US$6.5 million, published in 20197 21 on a Russian-language
website called International Publisher. She has now linked 460 published papers to the adverts. (International
Publisher did not respondto Naturebs r equest for comment .)

1. Abalking A. Preprint ahttps://arxiv.orgabs/2112.133242021).

In July 2022, the International Journal of Emerging Technologies in Learning retracted 30 papers linked to
adverts on International Publ i sher. The r etcrnamatpapem
mill selling authorships and articles for publication in several online journals to paying customerso . T
blog Retraction Watch highlighted this case in an investigation into International Publisher published in December
2021. nGenerally, these t hi ngs Kaseg anreseach-intggritgd maihdgeratu | t
Springer Nature in Dordrecht, the Netherlands.

KCSE


https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-023-00062-9?utm_source=Nature+Briefing&utm_campaign=0e9793851a-briefing-dy-20230119&utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_c9dfd39373-0e9793851a-43350725#author-0
https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-023-00062-9?utm_source=Nature+Briefing&utm_campaign=0e9793851a-briefing-dy-20230119&utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_c9dfd39373-0e9793851a-43350725#ref-CR1
https://retractionwatch.com/2021/12/20/revealed-the-inner-workings-of-a-paper-mill/
https://arxiv.org/abs/2112.13322

Paper mills cnal
predatory publishers

NEWS - 09 DECEMBER 2020

Researchers decry ‘pay to publish’ system
—butdon’twantittostop

South African incentive programme has attracted criticism for encouraging

unethical behaviour.

Sarah Wild

WORLD VIEW - 15 JANUARY 2019

Payouts push professors towards
predatory journals

O

If South Africa truly wants to encourage good research, it must stop
paying academics by the paper, says David William Hedding.

David William Hedding™

Retracti&n
Watch

Predatory journalsaccept papers (and collect publication fees
regardless of gualityA 2017 analysis of predatory journals in the
database Scopus found that the share of publications in such
journals bySouth African researchevgas roughhyfive times
those for theUnited Stateand Brazi] and twaand-a-half times
that for Ching which is frequently criticized for boosting
publication numbers in inferior journals
(seego.nature.com2tecsqgy.

Why are South Africans relying so much on journals that do
little or nothing to ensure qualitydn an effort to boost

I OF RSYAO LINRPRdAzOGAGAGEST GKS
launched a subsidy scheme in 2005. It now awards roughly
US$7,000 for each research paper published in an accredited
journal. Depending on the institution, up to half of this amount
Is paid directly to faculty members. At least one South African
got roughly $40,000 for research papers published in 2016
Fo2dzi cm: 2F  Fdzf f LINRFS&Ea2
South African publications listed in the Scopus database each
year more than doubled in the decade after the payout
programmebegan. But the number of publications by South
African researchers in predatory journals jumped more than-14
fold in the same period. Cleariyiany researchers in South Africe
are being forced to choose: cash or quality?

p—
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http://go.nature.com/2tecsqx

Paper mills cnc predatory publishers

Clarivate announced the exclusion of 82 journals (SCIE) from the Web of
Science core collection. This also means that these de-listed journals lost
their Impact Factor.

22 March 2023 Paolo Crosetto
Clarivate Discontinues IJERPH and JRFM Coverage in Web of Science @PaoloCrosetto

. : Ok this is big.
InternationalJournal ofEnvironmentalResearch and

; Web of Science just removed the MDPI flagship journal JERPH from their
Public Health lists. This means IJERPH has no more an Impact Factor.

Journal ofRsk andRnancialManagement
Why is this big? What are the implications? l

Nineteen Hindawi journals delisted by ey Q=
Clarivate’s Web of Science s | U

Clarivate’s delisting of academic publications will send a message that research ot lEn_lcmglinual J“"'T';“I;; .

i ity i ' nvironmental Kesearc

integrity is paramount, says campaigner NAB S il Pucblic. Health

Jack Grove, Twitter: [gro_the

March 24, 2023

https:// predatoryreports.orgnews/f/web-of-sciencede-listed-82-journatincluding15-from-hindawi

KCSE



Publishers unite to tackle doctored E'9"t maor publishers have issued join

guidelines for how journal editors can

images inresearch papers spot and deal with suspicious images 0

data
BY A HOLLY ELSR8 SEPTEMBER 2021
Researchers might d by increasing the
contrast or colour balance to show a key point more clearly, for example. But they can also use
Image-editing tools to create completely fake results. A photograph of an electrophoresis gel or
western blot can be altered by cropping and pasting the bands into different positions, or a
microscope image could be photoshopped to remove a particular type of cell.

The , @ membership organization for academic publishing, has previously produced

showing steps that editors can take if a reader or reviewer raises issues with images or data in a
manuscript. Some of the worl dodos | argest publ i sh
Nature, as well as industry group STM have come together to tackle the growing problem of image
manipulation in scientific papers. They have developed a three-tier classification system that editors

can use to flag suspicious content, and detailed, step-by-step instructions on how to deal with

doctored images.

KCSE https:// www.nature.comarticles/d41586021-026107



Publishers unite to tackle doctored Ei9nt major publishers have issued

joint guidelines for how journal editors

images in l‘eseal‘Ch papeErs can spot and deal with suspicious

Images or data
BY A HOLLY ELSR8 SEPTEMBER 2021

some I mages in the paper have been alt
does not affect the researchos concl usi ons
Images that are significantly modified in a way that is at odds with standard
practice 8 any non-confidential correspondence relating to the issue should be

|l ncluded 1 n -raviewllgoer 60s peer
Nsevere I mage mani pul ation [selective
with unequivocal evidence of obfuscation or

https://www.nature.confarticles/d41586021-026107
KCSE



Updai® . .

Al beats human sleuth at finding An algorithm that takes o
prOblematlc Imagesin research up more suspicious images than a person
papel'S BY ANILOZA| 03 OCTOBER 2023

The independent biologist in Pontypridd, UK, spent the best part of several months poring over hundreds of
papers in one journal, looking for any with duplicated images. Then he ran the same papers through an artificial-

intelligence (Al)too., Wor ki ng at two t o t hihesofiwareresd alhasvalld C
. David

described the exercise last month in a preprint, one of the first published comparisons of

human versus machine for finding doctored images.

Authors might tinker with images by accident, for aesthetic reasons or to make a figure more

understandable. But
, what ever t he aut horsod motivati on. And now

(AACR) screen papers with the Al tool Proofig.
has developed its own software to check papers for its family of journals.
says that the company 1 s Acontinuing to explore

KCSE
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Uodae® .. - Retracti@n
Watch

Weekend reads: UK shadow The list of retracted or withdrawn COVID-19 papers is up
chancellor accused of past 400.

plagiarism; eLife editor fired; There are more than 50,000 retractions in The Retraction
Elsevier editor resigns because Watch Database & which is now part of Crossref.
pub]isher ignored likely paper The Retraction Watch Hijacked Journal Checker now
mill activity October 28, 2023: IvaDransky contains more than 250 titles. [281, July, 2024]

The authors with the most retractions lately

The list of top 10 most highly cited retracted papers?

Web of Science puts mega-

o o The Retraction Watch Mass Resignations List
journals Cureus and Heliyon on

The list of nearly 100 papers with evidence they were
hOId September 30, 2024; Frederkelving written by ChatGPT?
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https://retractionwatch.com/retracted-coronavirus-covid-19-papers/
http://retractiondatabase.org/
https://www.crossref.org/blog/news-crossref-and-retraction-watch/
https://retractionwatch.com/the-retraction-watch-hijacked-journal-checker/
https://retractionwatch.com/the-retraction-watch-leaderboard/
https://retractionwatch.com/the-retraction-watch-leaderboard/top-10-most-highly-cited-retracted-papers/
https://retractionwatch.com/the-retraction-watch-mass-resignations-list/
https://retractionwatch.com/papers-and-peer-reviews-with-evidence-of-chatgpt-writing/
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What to do if you submit to a predatory journal?

| think | submitted to a predatory journal.

What do | do now?

Do not pay the publication fee

Before you confirm the legitimacy of the journal, do not pay any relevant

article processing charges. E-mail the journal's editor to withdraw the

accepted submission if you are concerned about the journal.

Do not sign a copyright agreement

If the paper you submitted to a predatory journal gets accepted, do not

N
sign a copyright agreement. Instead, try to email the journal's editor to E
Write to the journal to withdraw/retract the
submitted/accepted manuscript

Persistence is key, if you do not get a response, follow-up. If the Editor-in-Chief

withdraw the accepted submission.

does not respond, consider copying the e-mails of Editorial Board members in

your correspondence. Consider if there is a resource at your institution to

support you in your correspondence.

04. Resist the journal’s request for any
withdrawal/retraction fee

Some predatory journals might ask you to pay a withdrawal/retraction fee

to remove your paper. Do not pay the fee. Instead, continue persistently to
ask them to retract your paper. Maintain professionalism and highlight the
lack of ethics in any refusal to withdraw your work.

atmmts

MY

5. Publish responsibly in the future

Submit your work to a new legitimate journal; if the predatory journal
refused to retract your article, let the editor of the new journal know about
this situation at the time of submission. Prevent this from recurring by

learning to identify predatory journals and publishers before submission.

Please direct questions to Dr. Kelly Cobey AW Horpia

KCSE

Taken from the Centre diournalologywebsite phri.cg
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Full Report Full Repo| Full Report

Summary Repd Summary Summary Report (English) NlRF)

A 2

Summary Report (French
Summary Repq Summary y Report ( )

Combatting Predatory  summery repd summary ~ 1 EEPOTEInES

Academic Journals summary Repd Summary Summary Report (Russian) OF I‘ O"EII g'lEEHEIQlQI ﬂxou
and Conferences

AL T

Mational Beseanch Fourdstion of Kores

summary Report (Arabic) Combatting Predatory Academic Journals and Conferences

Summary Repd Summary

Summary Report (Portuguese)

Summary _B” Q ‘{j

Summary Report (Japanese)

Summary Repd

Summary|

Full Report (Korean)

The InterAcademy Partnership (IAP) is a global network consisting of over 140 national and regional

member academies of science, engineering, and medicine. It was founded in 1993 as the InterAcademy

Panel (IAP). In 2000, the IAP founded the InterAcademy Council (IAC) and the InterAcademy Medical

Panel (IAMP). The partnership was established in 2016 when it merged the three inter-related networks into I1AP for

https://WWW.interacademies_or@roject/ predatorypub“shing Health (formerly IAMP), IAP for Science (formerly IAP), and IAP for Policy (formerly IAC). [Wikipedia]

REPORT iap AT

e inleracadenty partnership
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https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/National_academy
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Academy_of_sciences
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/National_Academy_of_Engineering_(disambiguation)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Academy_of_Medicine_(disambiguation)
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A Soecrum o predatory behaviours for journals

Unacceptable Promising
Fraudulent Deceptive low-quality Low-quality low-quality Quality

| High Risk o o > o— S LOW Risk

]

Typical markers: Typical markers: Typical markers:

» Non-existent or improper peer » Low quality peer review « Thorough peer review

review and misrepresenting the » Breaches of good editorial practice » Strong editorial boards

process by which its articles are : .

selected » Services to authors and academia are » Robust system to ensure research
lacking or poor integrity and retractions

« Mimicry of other journals or

: » Use of aggressive and indiscriminate » Clear about publishing costs

websites licitat; N ‘ :
fake editorial board solicitation practices » Occasionally engages in predatory

*No or fake editorlal boar s Unclear about publishing charges practices but takes proper action
» Alternative or fake Impact Factor « Lack of satisfactory archiving when criticised
» Lies about being indexed or « Inactive editorial board
members of publishing organisations
» Hides the costs for publishing
» Potentially illegal operations
When does a journal become When should a journal be considered
deceptive? low quality?
When it is lying about its true purpose The more markers checked, the lower the quality.

or misleading authors or readers about
the journal status, costs involved, or
services provided.

The further to the right on the spectrum, the
more deserving of support to achieve quality
publishing.

Taken from Combatting Predatory Academic Journals and Conferénisgf\cademyPartnership IAP
KCSE



A gpecrum ofF predatrory behaviours for conferences

Fraudulent Deceptive

Unacceptable
low-quality

Promising

Low-quality low-quality

Quality

Typical markers:

 Does not take place, or cancels on unclear grounds

e Webpage used for criminal/fraudulent purposes
 Registration fees are not returned if cancelled

e Established researchers’ names are used on
programmes, in marketing materials, or on
advisory boards without their permission

« Not funded by any research council or sponsor
so all profit comes from the conference attendees

« Target unsuspecting early-career researchers
with flattering invitations

e Falsely claim that submissions are peer reviewed
or promise an extremely short peer review process

 In most serious cases, emptying out bank
accounts of unsuspecting registrants

When does a conference become deceptive?

When it is lying about its true purpose or
misleading speakers or registrants about the
conference status, costs involved, or services
provided.

- o O

Typical markers:

» The organiser holds many conferences in
different fields at the same time and/or in
different cities/online platforms

s Titles are too broad so conference lacks focus

e Invitees are asked to speak/present on subjects
unrelated to their research

* [nvitees are encouraged to participate, e.g. chair
a session on a topic unrelated to their research

* [nvitations have spelling and grammatical
mistakes

» Exaggerate the event's prestige and/or location
* Low attendance

» Poor organisation

» Low-quality research is presented.

When should a conference be considered
low quality?

The more markers checked, the lower the quality

Typical markers:
e Well-planned and with an appropriate
venue/online platform

» The conference has a clearly defined scientific
purpose

e Funded and/or arranged by reputable
organisations

« Thorough peer review of submissions

e Abstracts are collected or the best papers are
published in a reputable journal

* Robust system to ensure academic relevance of
research promotion, speakers, and subjects
addressed

* Clear about conference costs
= Any sponsor follows compliance

» Helpful with arranging accommodation, travel,
transportation, payments, accompanying persons
program, etc.

« Accounts for sustainability and safety provision

e Occasionally engages in some predatory practice
but takes proper action when challenged

Taken from Combatting Predatory Academic Journals and Conferénisgf\cademyPartnership IAP
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Paper mills
oy COPE & STV

V 13,

Research report from COPE & STM

Cite this as: COPE & STM. Paper MillResearch report
from COPE & STM English.
https://doi.org/10.24318/jtbG8IHL®© 2022 Committee on
Publication Ethic§CC BYWCND 4.0 Version 1: June 2022




Data on over 53,000 papers waaalysed This was shared by six publishers and spans a
wide range of subject areas; overall the percentage of suspect papers being submitted t
journals ranges from-46%. The analysis shows that most journals will see 2% suspectec
fake papers submitted and then for journals where paper mills have been successful in
getting papers accepted, they see a sharp increase in suspect submissions.

Following an audit of their journals, one publisher identified that almost a quarter of its
journals were at substantial risk from paper mills, I.e. routinely targeted and with fake
reviewers identified in the journal peer review system.

Another publisher was aware they had been targeted by a paper mill known to publish
papers in a specific area. They identified 19 journals for article by article analysis. 304
papers were retracted as a result.

KCSE



Pre-publication submission reviewT he details of suspect authors could be shared in
some way but under this Is not currently possible. In December 2021, the
STM Association set up a major initiative to combat the problem of paper mills. STM
Solutions, the operational arm of STM, has started the development of a powerful new
platform to detect integrity issues in manuscripts submitted for publication to scholarly
journals. The goal is to provide a clebdsed environment for publishers to check
submitted articles for research integrity issues. In this environment publishers can
collaborate with other parties to develop and operate screening tools for the benefit of
the entire scholarly ecosystem.

Publication review and retractionthere are a number of ways that a journal can identify
a suspect paper already published. Comments might raise concern on sites such as
r and refer to Retraction guidelines oy

KCSE
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The presence of [possible] fake papers is damaging to the trust

. In clinical medicine, the fake papers can be used to build more research and waste

money and potentially risk the health of patients

. A version of retracted paper might still be found hosted on a preprint server, a social

network such agkesearchGater a repository such adubMedCentralFor example a
paper clearly retracted on the original publisher site and on PMC can be found on
ResearchGateHH OA UGl GA2Yya GAGK2dzi ANBOGNF OO A 2

., Citation of the retracted papers is a problem

KCSE



Authentic peefreviewed publications are the basis upon
which researchers build their own work and plan for next research efforts. Researchers
and funders can set up incentives and protocols for rigorous research in order to
promote legitimate publications and discourage false ones. Strictermeesw
procedures may be necessary to stop fraudulent "paper mills". The integrity of their
work should be the responsibility of the researchers and authors. Even if they purchase
authorship or papers, they remain accountable despite voided warranties.

KCSE



Some of the incentives driving researchers into
the arms of the paper mills come directly from institutions including universities and
hospitals. Can we engage with these institutions to help create better incentives and
perhaps topenalisethe use of these services? In addition, institutions and hospitals

should ensure that their staff who are submitting papers understand the
responsibilities of authorship.

KCSE



The essence of the peer review process relies on
the fact that editors and peer reviewers can expect that a submission is being made In

good faith from a researcher who has undertaken the work to produce the data
presented. When that is not the case the extra work that the editorial team needs to
undertake could overwhelm the process. Explicit training and education is needed to
help reviewers to identify these papers as they are submitted. We can see in the data

that paper mills move away from submitting to journals that systematically reject their
papers.

KCSE



Major publishing companies are forming research integrity teams to
Investigate suspected fake papers, leading to the retraction of cohorts of articles.
Retraction Watch plays a role in highlighting these cases and urging swift retractions.
However, smaller publishers and societies face challenges in setting up such units.
nterviewees suggest reviewing the retraction process for unigue features of suspect
papers and enhancing tools to detect them upon submission. Addressing the threat
nosed by paper mills requires a collaborative msiifikeholder effort, as publishers
acknowledge their inabllity to solve the problem individually. The challenge lies Iin
generating the momentum and urgency to work collectively towards solutions.

KCSE
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Telke—neme message

OIQIAIA] Al

T e |
== =l A https:// thinkchecksubmit.or§

1 YTHINK

Are you submitting your research to a trusted journal or publisher?
|5 it the right journal or book for your work?

O CEDd

Use our check list to assess the journal or publisher

©

Only if you can answer ‘yes' to the questions on our check list

KCSE

https://thinkcheckattend.org
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Problems and
challenges of
predatory journals
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