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Highlights 

 In the present study, we identified evidence-based checklists (EBCs) to detect 

predatory journals (PJs) and critically examined each item in each EBC identified. 

 We identified a total of four EBCs and compared them against a published methods 

guideline for scale development outlined in nine steps and found that no checklist 

even fully completed step one. 

 A number of reasons can explain this finding, the most notable being that all these 

checklists were developed prior to the publication of a consensus definition of 

predatory journals and publishers (PJPs) which was published in late 2019. 

 We then compared all items from each of the four EBCs against the five components 

of a recently published consensus definition of PJPs, and a list of items to be 

considered in the creation of a composite checklist to identify PJs was generated. 

 With the recent consensus definition, checklists now have a clearer target, can make 

adjustments, and proceed to address methods standards for measurement scales; 

future work should involve creating and assessing a composite checklist that 

eliminates non-discriminating items. 
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Abstract 

Background: Predatory journals (PJs) pose a threat to the quality/integrity of scientific 

publishing. Checklists have been proposed to identify PJs, but few are “evidence-based”. 

This study's objective was to search for/assess evidence-based checklists (EBCs) for 

reliability and validity, based on a new consensus definition of PJs. 

Methods: A published methods guideline for scale development was used to identify how 

many steps were completed in the generation of identified EBCs. Items from each EBC were 

compared against the consensus definition, and a list of items to be considered in the creation 

of a composite EBC to identify PJs was generated. 

Results: Four EBCs were identified. None of these had completed the first of the nine steps 

for scale development and validation. Forty seven items from the four EBCs were assessed 

against the consensus definition, of which 28 items fell within the definition. A proposed 

composite EBC was created from items matching components of the consensus definition. 

Conclusions: EBCs to detect PJs lack assessment of reliability and validity. To a varying 

degree, the EBCs contain items that match the scope of the new consensus definition of PJs. 

With the recent consensus definition, EBCs creators now have a clearer target, and can make 

adjustments. 
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What is New? 

 In the present study, we identified evidence-based checklists (EBCs) to detect 

predatory journals (PJs) and critically examined each item in each EBC identified. 

 We identified a total of four EBCs and compared them against a published methods 

guideline for scale development outlined in nine steps and found that no checklist 

even fully completed step one. 

 A number of reasons can explain this finding, the most notable being that all these 

checklists were developed before the publication of a consensus definition of 

predatory journals and publishers (PJPs) which was published in late 2019. 

 We then compared all items from each of the four EBCs against the five components 

of a recently published consensus definition of PJPs, and a list of items to be 

considered in the creation of a composite checklist to identify PJs was generated. 

 With the recent consensus definition, checklists now have a clearer target, can make 

adjustments, and proceed to address methods standards for measurement scales; 

future work should involve creating and assessing a composite checklist that 

eliminates non-discriminating items. 
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1. Background 

Clinicians and policy makers rely on the validity of published scientific research to make 

well-informed decisions that can have important and life-changing impacts on individuals 

and society. Predatory publishers pose a threat to the quality and integrity of scientific 

publishing [1]; specific to clinical and patient-oriented health care research, articles published 

in predatory journals are being included in systematic reviews which inform the development 

of clinical practice guidelines [2,3]. Beyond this, clinicians unfamiliar with identifying 

predatory journals may be using the information found within an article published in such a 

periodical to inform clinical decisions [4]. Such consequences, therefore, can include 

potentially direct and negative impacts on patient care. One of the earliest researchers to 

identify this phenomenon, Jeffery Beall, characterizes them as outlets “which publish 

counterfeit journals to exploit the open-access model in which the author pays” and 

publishers that are “dishonest and lack transparency” [5]. 

 

Beall sought to combat this by creating a list of potential predatory journals and publishers 

(PJPs) which he maintained for a number of years. After facing backlash from some 

publishers that he had included on his list, he eventually ceased to update this list and 

ultimately took down the list in 2017. As others had archived it, it is still publicly accessible 

[6]. Though this list served as a starting point in determining what constitutes a predatory 

publisher, it also contained many flaws. The list did not inform readers how to identify PJPs 

nor did it provide any recommendations on what to do about the journals suspected of 

predatory publishing, beyond refraining from publishing in their journals [6]. 

 

Cabell's Scholarly Analytics can be largely credited with picking up from where Beall left off 

in 2017, creating “Cabell's Blacklist” which identified “deceptive, fraudulent, and predatory 
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practices” [7]. Cabell's Scholarly Analytics created a publicly-available 65-point list [8] 

which can be used as a tool to identify predatory publishers. Many critics have identified 

issues with the 65-point list that would determine whether a publisher is blacklisted. For 

example, some of Cabell's metrics are misleading or inaccurate [7], and cannot differentiate 

between predatory publishers and new low-quality publishers without malicious intent [6]. 

Since then, other guidance documents have been published to assist researchers in identifying 

trusted journals/publishers 9, 10, 11. More recent research has proposed that it may make 

more sense to identify the degree to which a publication is predatory, based on a spectrum of 

transparency criteria, rather than categorizing a journal according to a binary system [12,13]. 

 

At the time when our study was initiated, although varying definitions existed for PJs, there 

was no consensus in the academic literature [14]. Since then, however, Grudniewicz et al. 

[15] published an international consensus definition as follows: “Predatory journals and 

publishers are entities that prioritize self-interest at the expense of scholarship and are 

characterized by false or misleading information, deviation from best editorial and 

publication practices, a lack of transparency, and/or the use of aggressive and indiscriminate 

solicitation practices.” 

 

In this study, we systematically searched for evidence-based checklists (EBCs) for 

identifying predatory journals (PJs), compared their components with the new consensus 

definition, and assessed the degree to which they were tested for reliability and validity, 

informed by Boateng et al's [16] three phases and nine steps of scale development and 

validation. We then composed a composite scale that conforms to the consensus definition. 
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2. Methods 

2.1. Identifying Evidence-Based Checklists 

Using the same methods as Cukier et al. [17], we updated their systematic review to 

November 2019 to identify evidence-based checklists for identifying potential PJs. In short, 

Cukier et al. systematically identified checklists that help to detect potential PJs and 

examined and compared their content and measurement properties; to our knowledge it was 

the first and only study of its kind at the time of searching. 

 

For the purpose of this study, we adopted the criteria for an EBC based on Cukier et al.’s five 

criteria (see Cukier et al. [17], page 9-10). Thus, a checklist was considered evidence-based if 

it scored three or more “yes” answers on the following five questions: 

1. Did the developers of the checklist represent more than one stakeholder group (e.g. 

researchers, academic librarians, publishers)? 

2. Do the developers report gathering any data for the creation of the checklist (i.e. 

conduct a study on potential predatory journals, carry out a systematic review, collect 

anecdotal data)? 

3. Does the checklist meet at least one of the following criteria: (1) Has title that reflects 

its objectives; (2) Fits on one page; (3) Each item on the checklist is one sentence? 

4. Was the checklist pilot-tested or trialed with front-line users (e.g. researchers, 

students, academic librarians)? 

5. Do the authors report how many criteria in the checklist a journal must meet in order 

to be considered predatory? 
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2.2. Comparing and Contrasting Identified Evidence-Based Checklists Based on 

Boateng et al.’s (2018) 9 Steps of Scale Development and Validation 

Following the identification of a total of four EBCs, we compared and contrasted identified 

EBCs based on Boateng et al.’s [16] nine steps of measurement scale development and 

validation (based on Figure 1 of Boateng et al. (2018)) to identify how many were completed 

in the generation of the checklist. Boateng et al.’s article was selected as it is one of the most 

comprehensive, highly cited, and recently-published primers for developing and validating 

scales. 

 

A data extraction form was constructed, containing the “activity”, “purpose” and “how to 

explore or estimate?” columns found in Table 1 of Boateng et al. [16]. Two additional 

columns per EBC corresponding with each “how to explore or estimate?” question were 

created as follows: 1) “step completed” and 2) “evidence in-text”. This determined how many 

steps the authors of each EBC had completed in the generation of their checklist, and 

informed next steps for the present study based on where each of the authors had left off. 

 

2.3. Assessing Content Validity 

We assessed the content validity of each EBC, determining the extent to which each checklist 

represented all aspects of the construct identified by the new consensus definition. Five 

conditions that must be satisfied in order to achieve content validity are outlined by Guion 

[18], and summarized by Boateng et al. [16] as follows: 

 

“(a) the behavioral content has a generally accepted meaning or definition; (b) the domain is 

unambiguously defined; (c) the content domain is relevant to the purposes of measurement; 

(d) qualified judges agree that the domain has been adequately sampled based on consensus; 

and (e) the response content must be reliably observed and evaluated.” 
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These three conditions of content validity were largely described by Cobey et al. [14] who 

conducted a scoping review seeking to answer the question “What is a predatory journal?” 

and subsequently found that statements describing a PJ could be thematically grouped into 

six categories as follows: journal operations; article; editorial and peer review; 

communication; article processing charges; and dissemination, indexing and archiving. 

Though such themes were identified, they were unable to come up with an agreed upon 

definition from the literature alone, thus they identified obtaining a consensus definition as a 

goal. This was achieved by Grudniewicz et al. [15] via a three-round modified Delphi survey 

involving leading scholars and publishers, meeting the fourth condition of content validity. 

 

Each item found in each EBC was assessed against Grudniewicz et al.’s definition of PJPs 

[15]. We divided Grudniewicz's definition into five separate components to determine how 

many pertained to a given item, and answered “Yes” or “No” based on how Grudniewicz 

explained/defined each portion of their definition in their article. Specifically, we sought to 

identify whether an item addressed: 1) "prioritization of self-interest at the expense of 

scholarship", 2) "false or misleading information", 3) "deviation from best editorial and 

publication practices" (based on: http://wame.org/principles-of-transparency-and-best-

practice-in-scholarly-publishing), 4) "a lack of transparency", and 5) "the use of aggressive 

and indiscriminate solicitation practices". We determined that an item aligned with 

Grudniewicz et al.'s definition [15] if "yes" was answered to at least one of the five 

components of the definition. 
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2.4. Assessment of Similar Items and Creation of a Composite Checklist 

All identified EBCs were compared and contrasted in preparation for the creation of a 

composite checklist. Items for which “No” was answered for all five components of 

Grudniewicz's definition were excluded, which served to eliminate non-discriminating items. 

Here, we define a non-discriminating item as one that does not differentiate between the two 

categories of journals (i.e., “predatory” and “not predatory”). All remaining items meeting at 

least one of the five components were reviewed, and in the case where one or more of them 

were determined to be the same or very similar, they were combined into a single item. All 

remaining items comprised a composite checklist proposed for pre-testing of questions. 

 

3. Results 

3.1. Findings from Eligible Articles 

A PRISMA diagram reflecting our updated searches across all databases is provided in 

Figure 1. Potentially eligible articles were published in 2018 and 2019 in India (n=2), the 

United States (n=2) and Canada (n=1), 19, 20, 21, 22, 23. In our updated search, Patwardhan 

et al.’s [23] checklist was the only one identified as evidence-based, with three “yes” answers 

on the questions based on Cukier et al.’s [17] five aforementioned criteria. We extracted data 

from the three studies identified by Cukier et al [17] and the one additional study found in our 

update (Table 1, Table 2, Table 3). 

 

3.2. Characteristics of Evidence-Based Checklists 

Characteristics of the four identified EBCs 23, 24, 25, 26 are provided in Table 4, Table 5, 

Table 6. All four checklists were published between 2016 and 2018. For risk of bias 

assessment, no checklist scored five “yes”s; one checklist scored four “yes”s [24], while the 

remaining three scored three “yes”s [23,25,26]. Thematic categories covered by the checklists 
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were as follows: journal operations (n=4), article (n=1), editorial and peer review (n=4), 

communications (n=3), article processing charge (n=2), and dissemination, 

indexing + archiving (n=4). 

 

3.3. Comparison of Identified Evidence-Based Checklists 

In the published articles containing the checklists, all four specified the purpose of the 

domain (step 1.1), and described the domain and provided preliminary conceptual definition 

(step 1.3), while only three specified whether the domain had been previously defined a priori 

(step 1.4), and defined each dimension (step 1.5) 24, 25, 26. There was no mention in any of 

the four articles of confirming that there were no existing instruments (step 1.2), at any point 

in the process of developing their respective checklists. 

 

No studies completed any steps beyond step 1.5, that is, they failed to complete a literature 

review and assessment of existing scales (step 1.6), and they did not identify exploratory 

research methodologies including focus group discussions and interviews (step 1.7), as well 

as any steps from 2-9, including assessing content validity, pre-testing questions, sampling 

and survey administration, item reduction, extraction of factors, and conducting tests of 

dimensionality, reliability, and validity. The completed data extraction form is found in 

Supplementary File 1. 

 

3.4. Content Validity of Evidence-Based Checklists’ Items 

A total of 47 items from four EBCs were assessed against Grudniewicz et al.’s definition of 

PJPs [15]. Those meeting at least one of the five components were deemed to meet 

Grudniewicz's et al.’s definition of PJPs. All other items were determined to not meet this 

definition based on one of two reasons: 1) it was unclear based on the wording of the 
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question and open to misinterpretation, or 2) did not meet at least one of the five components. 

In total, 28 items fell within the definition, and 19 did not. Of these 19, 5 were specifically 

unclear due to vague or ambiguous wording. For example, one item asked the user to 

consider “How accessible is this journal's website?”, however, no further details were 

available to provide guidance on what constituted “accessible”. Nine of these 19 items, 

focused on items that if satisfied, can help demonstrate the legitimacy of a journal, however, 

if not satisfied, do not automatically categorize the journal as predatory. Examples of these 

items include whether a journal is indexed in reputable academic database (i.e. Medline), 

whether the journal's publisher is a member of a publishing association/organization (i.e. 

COPE), or whether a publisher has existed for a long time. The remaining 5 items related to 

submission/publication fees, however, the levying of fees to support the general operations of 

a publication in and of itself is not necessarily a predatory practice. The completed data 

extraction form is found in Supplementary File 2. This file also sorts these 47 items into five 

unique categories, which include the following: journal operations; article; editorial and peer 

review; communications; article processing charge; dissemination, indexing + archiving. A 

summary table providing a breakdown of items pertaining to each checklist is provided in 

Table 7. 

 

Of the 28 items meeting the definition, “prioritization of self-interest at the expense of 

scholarship” was addressed by nine items, “false or misleading information” by 16 items, 

“deviation from best editorial and publication practices” by 21 items, “lack of transparency” 

by 14 items, and “use of aggressive and indiscriminate solicitation practices” by three items. 

A summary table providing a breakdown of items based on Grudniewicz's et al. (2019)’s five 

components of the definition is provided in Table 8. Of the 28 items meeting the definition, 
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we determined that 18 were the same or very similar to at least one other item, while 10 items 

were unique, as shown in Supplementary File 3. 

  

3.5. Proposed Composite Checklist 

Based on the 28 items, we created a list of items to be considered in the creation of a 

composite checklist to identify predatory journals based on Grudniewicz's et al.’s five 

components of the definition of predatory journals and publishers, found in Table 9 (Please 

see online appendix). For each category, we provide proposed wording for each item, as there 

were instances where we felt that some items provided by one or more of the four EBCs 

lacked clarity or would present a challenge to the user to answer. 

 

4. Discussion 

While many checklists have been developed since the initial creation of Beall's list, the vast 

majority were not evidence-based. In addition, as mentioned by Cukier et al. [17], few 

checklists were accompanied by concrete guidance on how they should be used, or provided 

any weightings or cut-offs associated with the items in their checklist to definitively identify 

whether a journal is predatory. Despite this, the content of these checklists generally did not 

differ greatly, which suggests that there is rough agreement on what characteristics indicate 

the predatory nature of a journal. At the time of publication, Cukier et al. [17], wrote that “the 

lack of checklists providing threshold values could be due to the fact that a definition of 

predatory journals does not exist”, explaining that the “provision of detailed requirements 

that would qualify a journal as predatory therefore would be a challenge”. Since this time, 

Cukier et al. [27] published a paper which sought to define PJs and respond to the threat they 

pose using a modified Delphi consensus process. Shortly thereafter, Grudniewicz et al. [15], 
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of the same research group, published a consensus definition of “predatory journals and 

publishers”. 

 

The present study built on the work of Cukier et al. [17,27] and Grudniewicz et al. [15] by 

critically examining each item in each EBC identified. We compared and contrasted these 

four EBCs against Cukier et al.’s five-item risk of bias assessment [17] and Boateng et al.’s 

nine steps of scale development [16] to identify how many were completed in the generation 

of the checklist. To our knowledge, Cukier et al. were the first to develop a risk of bias 

assessment for the purpose of assessing predatory publishing checklists [17]. It was not clear 

how Cukier et al.’s five items were included in the risk of bias assessment as described in 

their study, however, the items themselves reflected a fairly low standard for assessing risk of 

bias, likely because the authors (correctly) suspected that the vast majority of checklists 

would not even meet the criteria of these five items. 

 

The lack of rigour in how these four EBCs were developed is also reflected when we assessed 

them against Boateng et al.’s nine steps of scale development [17]. Of the nine steps outlined, 

we found that no checklist even fully completed step one. A number of reasons can explain 

this finding, the most notable being that all these checklists were developed prior to the 

publication of a consensus definition of PJPs which was published in late 2019 [15]; with a 

lack of an agreed upon definition, and therefore, a poor understanding of the relevant 

domain(s) being measured, this would unsurprisingly impede even the completion of 

Boateng's first step of scale development. Additional reasons include the fact that this 

phenomenon is relatively new and a lack of validated standard of measurement exists. 

Although a number of PJ “blacklists” and “whitelists” exist, produced by different people or 

organizations, such as Beall's List [28], Cabell's List [8], and the Directory of Open Access 
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Journals [29], published research has found that an overlap often exists between the whitelist 

of one and the blacklist of the other [30,31]. Beyond these problematic lists, no equivalent 

instrument currently exists in validating whether a journal is in fact predatory or not, even on 

a case-by-case basis. 

 

To address this issue, we compared all items from each of the four EBCs against the five 

components of Grudniewicz et al.’s consensus definition [15] to determine which items met 

at least one of the five components. This also allowed us to determine whether items meeting 

the definition were similar or unique to other items across all EBCs. Despite this, it is worth 

considering that it may not be completely feasible to categorize journals as “predatory” and 

“non-predatory”, but rather it may make more sense to instead identify the “risk of 

predatoriness” of a publication [12,13]. In many regards, variations in journal editorial and 

business practices are a result of a publisher's accessibility to resources (financial and 

otherwise); differences in funding, resources, and country of origin can arguably all serve to 

advantage or disadvantage a publisher's ability to produce and operate a high-quality 

periodical even if their editorial team has the best intentions [32,33]. 

 

Near-term future work should involve creating and assessing a composite checklist that 

eliminates non-discriminating items (ones that do not differentiate between the two categories 

of journals [i.e. “predatory” and “new but not predatory”]), assessing the reliability and 

validity of the scale, and completing the other steps as laid out by Boateng et al. [16], based 

on the data we provide in Table 9. Longer-term future work may also include focussing on 

identifying and setting standards surrounding the editorial and business transparency 

practices of a journal which can help set benchmarks to achieve across publishers. 
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4.1. Study Strengths and Limitations 

The comparison of EBCs with Boateng's nine steps of scale development provided excellent 

insight into how well they were tested for reliability and validity. In updating Cukier et al.’s 

[17] systematic review, we adopted the same five questions developed by their research team 

to assess risk of bias. However, it is unclear whether this tool was assessed for reliability or 

validity. Cukier et al. [17] state that they adapted their tool from “A Checklist for Checklists” 

tool (see 

http://www.projectcheck.org/uploads/1/0/9/0/1090835/checklist_for_checklists_final_10.3.pd

f). The “Guidelines on developing checklists” provided is a Microsoft Word document file 

with weblinks to different guideline development groups (i.e. ProjectCheck, GRADE, 

AGREE, etc.), however, no detailed methodologies were provided as to how these different 

guideline resources informed the development of their five item tool. Thus, it appears that 

Cukier et al. [17] based their five item tool solely on face validity. This suggests that more 

work may need to be done to refine Cukier et al.’s [17] tool to ensure that it is sufficiently 

reliable and valid in identifying EBCs. 

 

5. Conclusion 

Checklists to detect PJs are at an early stage of development and lack assessment of 

reliability and validity. To a varying degree, the EBCs contain items that match the new 

consensus definition of PJs, but also lack some of its features. The most obvious reason for 

this is that there had not been consensus on a definition for PJs at the time that the scales 

were published. With the recent consensus definition, checklists now have a clearer target, 

can make adjustments, and proceed to address methods standards for measurement scales. 

We present a template for building a scale based on the consensus definition. 
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Figures 

Figure 1: PRISMA Diagram for the Update Search 

 

*List of Abbreviations: LISTA = Library, Information Science & Technology Abstracts; WoS = Web of Science 
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Tables 

Table 1. Characteristics of Checklists 

Author(s) Article Title Year 

Published 

Checklist 

Name 

Number 

of Items 

Items 

Weighted 

Y/N 

Time to 

Complete 

Min 

Methods Used to Develop 

Checklist (NR = Not 

Reported) 

Qualitative 

Guidance 

Y/N* 

Quantitative 

Guidance 

Y/N* 

Babor 2018 Caveat emptor: 

Predatory 

publishers, 

rogue journals, 

and the 

potential 

corruption of 

addiction 

science 

2018 No title 12 N Not 

Assessed 

NR N Y 

Patwardhan 

2018 

A critical 

analysis of the 

'UGC-

approved list of 

journals' 

2018 No title 16 Yes 

(though 

only for 

secondary 

criteria) 

Not 

Assessed 

University Grants 

Commission (UGC) 

checklist criteria available 

at https://www.ugc.ac.in/ 

journallist/methodology.pdf 

N Y 

Ross-White 

2019 

Predatory 

publications in 

evidence 

syntheses 

2019 No title 3 N Not 

Assessed 

NR N N 

Sharma 

2019 

Scrutinizing 

predator 

journals in 

pharmacology 

and calculating 

their predatory 

rate 

2019 No title 13 Yes Not 

Assessed 

Modified checklist of 

Dadkhah and Bianciardi 

(2016); assessed 131 

journals 

Y Y 

Strong 2019 Understanding 

Quality in 

Research: 

Avoiding 

Predatory 

Journals 

2019 No title 30 No Not 

Assessed 

NR N N 

*Qualitative guidance was defined as “instructions on how to use the checklist and what to do with the results” and quantitative guidance was defined as 

“instructions on summing the results or quantitatively assessing the results to inform a decision”, as per Cukier et al. [10]. 
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Table 2. Risk of Bias Assessment 

\Study Represent 1+ 

Stakeholder 

Groups 

(Y/N/U) 

Gather Data for 

Checklist 

Development 

(Y/N/Only 

Citations/U) 

Title 

(Y/N) 

Fits on 

One 

Page 

(Y/N) 

Each Item 

One 

Sentence 

(Y/N) 

Meets at 

Least One 

of These 

(Y/N) 

Pilot 

Test 

(Y/N/

U) 

Includes Number of 

Criteria to be 

Considered Predatory 

(Y/N) 

Overall 

Assessment (Is it 

Evidence-Based?) 

(Y/N)* 

Babor 

2018 

U Only Citations N Y Y Y N Y N 

Patwar

dhan 

2018 

U U N Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Ross-

White 

2019 

N Only Citations N Y Y Y N N N 

Sharma 

2019 

U Only Citations N N Y Y N Y N 

Strong 

2019 

N Only Citations N Y Y Y N N N 

* Three “Yes” assessments results in an overall assessment of “evidence based”, as per Cukier et al. [10]. 
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Table 3. Thematic Categories Covered by the Checklists* 

  Categories Covered by Checklist 

Study Journal 

Operations 

Article Editorial and Peer 

Review 

Communications Article Processing 

Charge 

Dissemination, 

Indexing + 

Archiving 

Patwardhan 2018 Y N Y Y Y Y 

Babor 2018 N Y Y Y Y Y 

Ross-White 2019 Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Sharma 2019 Y N Y Y Y Y 

Strong 2019 Y N Y Y Y Y 

*Thematic categories adapted from Cukier et al. [10]. 
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Table 4. Features of Evidence-based Checklists According to Criteria of Cukier et al. [10] 

Author(s) Checklist Name Number 

of Items 

Items Weighted 

Y/N 

Time to 

Complete 

Min 

Methods Used to Develop 

Checklist (NR = Not Reported) 

Qualitative 

Guidance 

Y/N* 

Quantitative 

Guidance 

Y/N* 

Dadkhah 

2016 

Criteria to rank predatory 

journals 

14 Yes 10+ min Observational study of 150 

journals, 80 predatory, 70 non 

Y Y 

Hansoti 2016 Overall Approach to Choosing 

the Journal 

11 No 0-5 min Multiple references N N 

Mouton 2017 Comparing the characteristics of 

good practice in scholarly 

publishing with those of 

predatory publishing 

7 No 0-5 min In-depth assessment of journals 

identified by Beall's list where 

South African authors published 

N N 

Patwardhan 

2018 

No title 15 Yes (though 

only for 

secondary 

criteria) 

10+ min University Grants Commission 

(UGC) checklist criteria 

available at 

https://www.ugc.ac.in/ 

journallist/methodology.pdf 

N Y 

*Qualitative guidance was defined as “instructions on how to use the checklist and what to do with the results” and quantitative guidance was defined as 

“instructions on summing the results or quantitatively assessing the results to inform a decision”, as per Cukier et al. [10]. 
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Table 5. Risk of Bias Assessment. Three “Yes” assessments results in an overall assessment of evidence based. 
(evidence-based checklists only, as identified by Cukier et al. [10] and updated search) 

Study Represent 1+ 

Stakeholder 

Groups 

(Y/N/U) 

Gather Data for 

Checklist 

Development 

(Y/N/Only 

Citations/U) 

Title 

(Y/N) 

Fits on 

One 

Page 

(Y/N) 

Each Item 

One 

Sentence 

(Y/N) 

Meets at 

Least One 

of These 

(Y/N) 

Pilot 

Test 

(Y/N/

U) 

Includes Number of 

Criteria to be 

Considered Predatory 

(Y/N) 

Overall 

Assessment (Is it 

Evidence-Based?) 

(Y/N) 

Dadkha

h 2016 

U Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Hansoti 

2016 

Y Y N Y N Y U N Y 

Mouton 

2017 

U U Y Y N Y Y Y Y 

Patwar

dhan 

2018 

U U N Y Y Y Y Y Y 
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Table 6. Thematic Categories Covered by the Checklists  

  Categories Covered by Checklist 

Study Journal 

Operations 

Article Editorial and 

Peer Review 

Communications Article 

Processing 

Charge 

Dissemination, 

Indexing + 

Archiving 

Dadkhah 2016 Y N Y Y Y Y 

Hansoti 2016 Y Y Y N N Y 

Mouton 2017 Y N Y Y N Y 

Patwardhan 2018 Y N Y Y Y Y 
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Table 7: Evidence-Based Checklist Items Meeting Grudniewicz’s et al.’s [6] Definition of Predatory Journals and Publishers 

Evidence-Based Checklist Total 

Number of 

Items 

Meets Definition Does Not Meet Definition 

Meets at Least 1 of the 5 Components Unclear Wording Does Not Meet at Least 1 of 

the 5 Components 

Dadkhah et al., 2016 14 4 2 8 

Hansoti et al., 2016 11 7 1 3 

Mouton et al., 2017 7 6 1 0 

Patwardhan et al., 2018 15 11 1 3 

Subtotals 47 28 5 14 

Totals 47 28 19 
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Table 8: Evidence-Based Checklist Items Based on Grudniewicz’s et al.’s [6] Five Components of the Definition of Predatory 
Journals and Publishers 

 Number of Items Addressing… 

Evidence-Based Checklist Prioritization of Self-

Interest at the Expense of 

Scholarship 

False or 

Misleading 

Information 

Deviation from Best 

Editorial and Publication 

Practices 

Lack of 

Transparency 

Use of Aggressive and 

Indiscriminate 

Solicitation Practices 

Dadkhah et al., 2016 1 2 3 2 1 

Hansoti et al., 2016 2 4 5 3 0 

Mouton et al., 2017 3 4 5 2 1 

Patwardhan et al., 2018 3 5 7 6 1 

Totals 9 16 21 14 3 

 


