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ABSTRACT
Objectives  To describe and compare the characteristics 
of scholars who reviewed for predatory or legitimate 
journals in terms of their sociodemographic characteristics 
and reviewing and publishing behaviour.
Design  Linkage of random samples of predatory journals 
and legitimate journals of the Cabells Scholarly Analytics’ 
journal lists with the Publons database, employing 
the Jaro-Winkler string metric. Descriptive analysis of 
sociodemographic characteristics and reviewing and 
publishing behaviour of scholars for whom reviews were 
found in the Publons database.
Setting  Peer review of journal articles.
Participants  Reviewers who submitted peer review 
reports to Publons.
Measurements  Numbers of reviews for predatory 
journals and legitimate journals per reviewer. Academic 
age of reviewers, the total number of reviews, number of 
publications and number of reviews and publications per 
year.
Results  Analyses included 183 743 unique reviews 
submitted to Publons by 19 598 reviewers. Six thousand 
and seventy-seven reviews were for 1160 predatory 
journals (3.31% of all reviews) and 177 666 reviews for 
6403 legitimate journals (96.69%). Most scholars never 
submitted reviews for predatory journals (90.0% of all 
scholars); few scholars (7.6%) reviewed occasionally or 
rarely (1.9%) for predatory journals. Very few scholars 
submitted reviews predominantly or exclusively for 
predatory journals (0.26% and 0.35%, respectively). 
The latter groups of scholars were of younger academic 
age and had fewer publications and reviews than 
the first groups. Regions with the highest shares of 
predatory reviews were sub-Saharan Africa (21.8% 
reviews for predatory journals), Middle East and North 
Africa (13.9%) and South Asia (7.0%), followed by 
North America (2.1%), Latin America and the Caribbean 
(2.1%), Europe and Central Asia (1.9%) and East Asia 
and the Pacific (1.5%).
Conclusion  To tackle predatory journals, universities, 
funders and publishers need to consider the entire 
research workflow and educate reviewers on concepts of 
quality and legitimacy in scholarly publishing.

INTRODUCTION
Scholars spend a considerable amount of their 
time reviewing the work of their peers. However, 
reviewing for so-called predatory journals might 
be a waste of valuable time and effort. There 
have been several attempts to define the char-
acteristics of predatory journals.1 2 One recent 
community-led definition describes predatory 
journals and publishers as entities that prioritise 
self-interest at the expense of scholarship. They 
are characterised by false or misleading infor-
mation, deviation from best editorial and publi-
cation practices, a lack of transparency or the 
use of aggressive and indiscriminate solicitation 
practices.3

A recent study suggests that 13.7 million 
reviews are carried out every year and that 
writing a review takes a median of 5 hours.4 
When assessing a manuscript for its sound-
ness, originality, validity and possible impact, 

Strengths and limitations of this study

►► This study was based on a large sample of peer re-
view reports submitted to Publons.

►► It is the first study to describe and compare the char-
acteristics of scholars who have reviewed for preda-
tory or legitimate journals, thereby providing insights 
that can help in educating potential reviewers.

►► Classifying journals as predatory or legitimate sug-
gests a dichotomy, yet journals can vary in the num-
ber and severity of violations of best practices and 
hence operate in a grey zone.

►► Selection biases in claiming reviews on Publons 
might have caused this study to underestimate 
shares of predatory reviews as reviewers might be 
more likely to provide reviews for legitimate or high-
quality journals to Publons than for predatory or low-
quality journals.

►► Whether a review was written for a predatory journal 
or a legitimate journal does not allow conclusions 
on its quality or the expenditure of time required to 
write it.
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reviewers serve a critical gatekeeping function: they help 
ensure that only papers that pass a certain quality threshold 
enter the scholarly record.5–10 Such gatekeeping is partic-
ularly important in fields where practitioners and policy-
makers rely on evidence in the form of published journal 
articles. Without rigorous peer review, invalid studies could 
influence policies and practices and potentially cause harm 
to the population.11

In contrast, reviewing for so-called predatory journals 
might be a waste of valuable time and effort. As one of 
many deficiencies, predatory journals do not guarantee 
archiving and long-term access to their contents.2 12 Their 
publications generate limited readership, are rarely cited 
and might eventually be lost.13 Even though providing 
feedback on manuscripts submitted to predatory journals 
might help authors improve their work, reviewing a manu-
script that will have hardly any scientific impact is unlikely 
to advance science. Also, there have been anecdotal 
reports that peer review in predatory journals lacks scien-
tific integrity. To highlight some of the predatory jour-
nals’ problems, a researcher submitted purposely flawed 
manuscripts and showed that where reviewers spotted 
severe scientific problems, editors accepted papers never-
theless.14 Just as publishing research in predatory jour-
nals is likely to be a waste of resources, reviewing for these 
outlets should be viewed in the same critical light, and 
efforts are needed to stop this practice.15

Little is known about the scholars who contribute to the 
peer review of predatory journals. Like most other forms of 
academic gatekeeping, peer review is generally not publicly 
observable.16 This is particularly true for predatory jour-
nals, which lack transparency of publishing processes and 
policies.1 Understanding who reviews for predatory jour-
nals might help gain insights into these outlets’ peer review 
processes and thus assist in combating them. We aimed to 
analyse and compare the characteristics of scholars who have 
reviewed for predatory or legitimate journals, as defined by 
Cabells Scholarly Analytics’ journal lists. We analysed their 
sociodemographic characteristics as well as their reviewing 
and publishing behaviour.

METHODS
To study the characteristics of scholars who submitted 
peer reviews for predatory and legitimate journals to 
Publons, we linked random samples of journals indexed 
in Cabells Scholarly Analytics’ (hereafter Cabells) journal 
lists with the Publons database of peer review reports. We 
analysed publishing and reviewing behaviour and socio-
demographic characteristics for the scholars for whom we 
identified reviews in the Publons database.

Data sources
We used Cabells’ lists of predatory and legitimate journals 
to identify reviews for predatory journals and legitimate 
journals. Cabells is a scholarly, for-profit service that hosts 
and maintains lists of legitimate and predatory journals. 
The list of legitimate journals is intended to provide 

academics with information on reputable outlets for 
publication.17 The list of predatory journals aims to warn 
against journals with problematic practices. To be indexed 
in either list, journals need to fulfil several criteria, which 
cover their business practices (eg, marketing practices), 
policies (eg, prepublication policies), peer review or 
editorial services (eg, the qualification of reviewers).18 We 
chose to use Cabells’ list of predatory journals because 
it is the only comprehensive and up-to-date source for 
identifying such journals across academic disciplines. The 
only other list of predatory journals has not been opera-
tional since 2017, even though an archived version can be 
accessed online.19 We purchased access and downloaded 
the lists of predatory journals and legitimate journals in 
December 2018. The list of predatory journals contained 
10 671 journal titles, and the list of legitimate journals 
included 11 057 journal titles.

Publons is a platform for researchers to track their schol-
arly contributions and receive recognition for their peer 
reviews. In October 2019, it contained data on more than 
5 million reviews, spanning more than 500 000 reviewers 
and approximately 40 000 journals.20 Researchers can 
provide Publons with reviews that they performed for any 
journal: Publons is not an indexing service and does not 
endorse or ban journals based on their quality or legiti-
macy. It provides access to reviews to promote transpar-
ency and recognises reviewing engagement regardless of 
the reputation of journals. Publons verifies that reviewers 
performed the reviews they claim. When researchers 
review for partnered journals and opt in for recognition, 
Publons receives review data directly from the journal. For 
non-partnered journals, authors can submit their reviews 
by forwarding the ‘Thank you…’ emails from the jour-
nals to Publons. Reviewers can also send a screenshot of 
the review in the journal’s peer review submission system. 
Publons randomly audits emails by contacting editors or 
journal administrators.21 22

As of July 2020, a total of 704 126 reviewers had 
submitted reviews to Publons. Information on publishing 
behaviour was available for 291 792 (41.4%) reviewers. 
For all Publons users, the mean number of reviews per 
reviewer was 17.7 (SD 47.1), and the mean number of 
publications per reviewer was 41.7 (SD 71.2). For 195 160 
reviewers on Publons (27.7%), information was available 
on both the country of their primary institution and their 
publishing record. Most reviewers were affiliated with an 
institution in Europe and Central Asia (45.5%), followed 
by North America (14.6%), East Asia and Pacific (17.4%), 
Latin America and Caribbean (9.0%), Middle East and 
North Africa (6.4%), South Asia (5.6%) and sub-Saharan 
Africa (1.5%).

Study sample
Due to intellectual property rights restrictions, we could 
not match the full Cabells’ list of predatory and legiti-
mate journals with the Publons database. Instead, Cabells 
permitted us to use samples from either list. In the first 
step, we drew random samples of 1000 journal titles 
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each from the list of predatory and legitimate journals 
using the =RAND () formula in MS Excel. We assigned a 
random number to each row in the full data set for each 
separate journal list, sorted the rows based on the random 
numbers from largest to smallest and selected the first 
1000 journal titles. In the second step, we linked the 
samples with the Publons database to identify reviews for 
predatory and legitimate journals. Following an approach 
used by Strinzel et al,18 we based the matching of journal 
titles on the similarity of journal names using the Jaro-
Winkler algorithm in R package RecordLinkage.18 23 The 
Jaro-Winkler metric, which ranges from 0 (no similarity) 
to 1 (exact match), was calculated for all possible pairs 
of journals between the two Cabells’ journal lists and the 
Publons database.24 We selected all journal titles for which 
the Jaro-Winkler metric equalled 1 (exact match). Further, 
we manually inspected all pairs with a Jaro-Winkler metric 
smaller than 1 to identify pairs where, due to orthograph-
ical differences between lists, no exact match was found. 
Only journals for which we found at least one verified 
review in the Publons database were analysed further. In 
the third step, we created an extended network of jour-
nals. For scholars who had reviewed for linked journals, 
we selected all other journals for which they claimed one 
or more reviews on Publons. In the fourth step, we linked 
the extended network with the Cabells’ lists to classify 
reviews as either for predatory or legitimate journals. We 
again calculated the Jaro-Winkler metric for all journal 
pairs, selected journal titles for which the Jaro-Winkler 
metric equalled 1 (exact match) and performed a manual 
assessment of all journal pairs with a Jaro-Winkler metric 
smaller than 1. The different steps which were performed 
from July to August 2019 are shown in figure 1.

We retrieved data from the Publons database on socio-
demographic characteristics and publishing and reviewing 
behaviour for reviewers of matched reviews. The data 
covered institutional affiliation, dates of first publication 
and last publication, number of publications and number 

of reviews in Publons database. Based on these variables, we 
calculated academic age (in years, calculated based on the 
date of the last publication minus the date of the first publi-
cation), publishing productivity (as the average number of 
articles published per year) and reviewing productivity (as 
the average number of reviews written per year). We further 
linked the country of the primary institutional affiliation 
with World Bank data25 to classify countries according to 
region and income. Analyses were performed from August 
to September 2019.

Patient and public involvement
This study was based on peer review reports submitted 
to Publons. No patients were involved in developing the 
research question, outcome measures, overall design 
of the study, participant recruitment or conduct of the 
study. Because of the anonymous nature of our data, we 
were not able to share results directly with peer reviewers.

RESULTS
The sampling and linking procedure resulted in 183 743 
unique Publons reviews that 19 598 reviewers submitted. 
Most of these reviews were for legitimate journals: only 
6077 reviews were done for 1160 predatory journals (3.3% 
of all reviews) compared with 177 666 for 6403 legitimate 
journals (96.7% of all reviews).

Sociodemographic characteristics and publishing and 
reviewing behaviour
This information was available for 86 298 reviews 
submitted to Publons by 7349 individual reviewers 
(37.5% of all reviewers). Based on each reviewer’s share 
of reviews for predatory journals, we created five groups 
of reviewers (table 1; online supplemental table S1). Most 
reviewers (90%) had never submitted a review for a pred-
atory journal. This group had a relatively old academic 
age and a high number of publications but had submitted 

Figure 1  Process of matching of Publons database of reviewers with journals from Cabells’ lists of legitimate and predatory 
journals.
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relatively few reviews to Publons. A smaller group of 
reviewers (8%) had occasionally reviewed for preda-
tory journals, with shares of predatory reviews ranging 
from 1% to 25% of all reviews. Reviewers in this group 
were experienced and productive: they had the oldest 
academic age, published the largest number of articles 
and submitted the second highest number of reviews on 
Publons (table 1; online supplemental table S1). About 
2% of reviewers regularly reviewed for predatory journals 
(share 26%–75%). They occupied an intermediate posi-
tion in terms of academic age and publication and review 
activity. Very few scholars had shares of predatory reviews 
between 76% and 99% (0.26% of all reviewers). This 
group had the youngest academic age and fewer publi-
cations than the first three groups but submitted a high 
number of reviews to Publons. A similarly small number 
(0.35%) exclusively reviewed for predatory journals. They 
had a young academic age, published few articles and 
submitted few reviews to Publons.

Geographic distribution of reviews for predatory and 
legitimate journals
Based on the reviewer’s primary institutional affiliation, 
we analysed the geographic distribution of reviews. This 
information was available for 10 950 reviewers (55.9% of 
all reviewers) affiliated with institutions in 117 different 
countries, who submitted 107 722 reviews. To interpret 
reviewing behaviour in the context of reviewing produc-
tivity per region, we calculated proportions of reviews for 
predatory journals for each region and each World Bank 
country income group.25 Regions with the highest shares 
of predatory reviews were sub-Saharan Africa (21.8% pred-
atory reviews), Middle East and North Africa (13.9%) and 
South Asia (7.0%), followed by North America (2.1%), 
Latin America and the Caribbean (2.1%), Europe and 
Central Asia (1.9%) and East Asia and the Pacific (1.5%) 
(figure 2). In economic terms, low-income countries had 
the highest share of predatory reviews (27.0%), followed 
by lower middle-income countries (17.5%), upper 
middle-income countries (4.9%) and high-income coun-
tries (1.5%) (figure 3).

DISCUSSION
This study investigated the profiles of scholars who 
submitted reviews for predatory and legitimate journals to 
Publons. It examined the reviewing patterns for different 
subgroups of scholars and their publishing behaviour, 
scientific productivity and academic age. It further 
investigated the geographic distribution of reviews for 
predatory journals and legitimate journals. The analysis 
showed that scholars who reviewed predominantly or 
exclusively for predatory journals were less experienced 
than reviewers with no or only a few predatory reviews: 
the former had a younger academic age, fewer publica-
tions and fewer reviews. Their characteristics resemble 
the authors publishing in predatory journals, who are 
young and inexperienced scholars.26 The geographical 
distribution of reviews submitted for predatory journals 
showed that low-income and lower middle-income coun-
tries have particularly high shares of predatory reviews 
submitted to Publons. In contrast, upper middle-income 

Table 1  Reviewer subgroups and their characteristics

Subgroup, based on 
shares of predatory 
reviews per reviewer

Number of 
reviewers (% of all 
7349 reviewers)

Mean academic 
age (SD)

Mean number 
of reviews per 
reviewer (SD)

Mean number of 
publications per 
reviewer (SD)

Reviews written 
per year per 
reviewer (SD)

Articles published 
per year per 
reviewer (SD)

No predatory reviews 
(0%)

6611 (90.0) 15.27 (10.3) 46 (77.9) 57.28 (73.7) 3.65 (6.8) 3.25 (3.7)

Few predatory reviews 
(1%–25%)

555 (7.6) 17.37 (11.4) 132.3 (153.6) 85.39 (119.1) 9.9 (19.3) 4.43 (3.9)

Some predatory 
reviews (26%–75%)

138 (1.9) 12.47 (10.4) 107.8 (174.0) 49.58 (75.3) 10.60 (19.6) 3.42 (3.3)

Many predatory 
reviews (76%–99%)

19 (0.26) 8.16 (6.5) 236.6 (401.2) 43.53 (75.7) 36.71 (60.3) 5.29 (12.9)

Predatory reviews only 
(100%)

26 (0.35) 9.38 (6.3) 26.35 (40.8) 18 (14.5) 3.34 (5.6) 1.91 (1.2)

Figure 2  Proportions of predatory reviews by World Bank 
region.
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and high-income countries have low shares of predatory 
reviews.

Early-career researchers and scholars in low-income 
and lower middle-income countries may have limited 
access to the mentoring and educational resources 
available in high-income countries. In addition, early-
career researchers may have less experience in scholarly 
publishing and reviewing than senior-career researchers. 
They might, therefore, be more exposed to the deceptive 
practices of predatory journals. Predatory journals may 
provide an opportunity for marginalised members of the 
global academic community to survive in the ‘publish or 
perish’ culture of today’s academia. The assessment of 
a scholar’s publication record and the ability to secure 
funding far outweigh peer review contributions when it 
comes to academic promotion.27 Nevertheless, scholars 
now increasingly use platforms that help them showcase 
their reviewing activities on their applications or curricula 
vitae.28 29 In an academic system characterised by pressure 
to be productive and distinguish oneself,30 early-career 
researchers and researchers from developing countries, 
in particular, might be eager to expand the list of journals 
for which they review. Some authors from high-income 
countries also publish regularly in predatory journals, 
indicating that extending the publication list in this 
way can also be attractive for scholars working in these 
countries.15

Cabells’ lists used in this study suffer from several 
limitations. First, the stability of the lists is limited given 
ever-changing publishing practices of journals11; second, 
classifying journals as predatory or legitimate suggests 
that predation is a dichotomous category; yet journals 
can vary in the number and severity of violations of best 
practices and hence operate in a grey zone16; third, the 
intention to deceive is a crucial criterion31 but difficult 

to assess; fourth, Cabells’ lists give most weight to criteria 
that are easy to verify, for example, the quality of a jour-
nal’s website, but neglect important criteria that are diffi-
cult to verify, like peer review and editorial services.18

Due to intellectual property restrictions, we could not 
link Cabells’ entire lists against the Publons database. 
Instead of simply identifying journal titles from the lists in 
the Publons database, we had to draw random samples of 
journals, link them with the Publons database and analyse 
the matched reviews. The restrictions imposed by Cabells 
made our methodological approach more complicated 
and less transparent. Despite these drawbacks, we believe 
that Cabells’ journal lists provide a more objective and 
rigorous approach for identifying predatory and legiti-
mate journals than any other currently available journal 
lists.

Whether a review was written for a predatory journal 
or a legitimate journal does not allow us to draw any 
conclusions regarding its quality or the expenditure of 
time required to write it. Reviewers may provide thorough 
peer reviews for predatory journals, thereby improving 
the work published in these journals. Further, it is unclear 
how the quality of peer review differs across groups of 
reviewers, for example, junior and senior scholars. Our 
study was not designed to evaluate the quality of indi-
vidual reviews or whether editors followed the reviewers’ 
recommendation. However, others have shown that peer 
review in predatory journals was superficial, for example, 
by focusing on a manuscript’s layout rather than on its 
scientific content.14 16 Also, there is evidence that where 
reviewers identified scientific problems, editors accepted 
papers nevertheless.14 In the future, we plan to evaluate 
whether the quality of peer review differs across different 
types of journals and groups of reviewers.

Our study is limited by the relatively small number of 
scholars who reviewed for predatory journals and a lack 
of available data. The small number of cases in some cells 
in table 1 limited our estimates’ precision regarding the 
sociodemographic characteristics of reviewers. We chose 
not to analyse the data on when a review was submitted to 
Publons, which hampered conclusions on the correlation 
between academic age and reviewing behaviour. It would 
have been interesting to examine whether predatory jour-
nals ask past authors to review new manuscripts. Unfortu-
nately, we did not have access to data on the journals in 
which reviewers published before they reviewed for pred-
atory or legitimate journals.

Finally, the use of the Publons database also comes with 
limitations. Reviewers might be more likely to provide 
reviews for legitimate or high-quality journals to Publons 
than for predatory or low-quality journals. Such bias will 
probably have led us to underestimate shares of pred-
atory reviews. Although the proportion of predatory 
journals seeking peer review is unknown, it is likely that 
the number of predatory journal reviews submitted to 
Publons represents a fraction of those conducted and 
that the ones submitted to Publons will differ from the 
overall group. Further, although Publons verifies reviews, 

Figure 3  Proportions of predatory reviews by World Bank 
income class.
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there is potential for misconduct. By claiming made-up 
reviews on Publons, predatory journals could create a false 
impression of scientific integrity and quality. However, 
the fact that we looked at Publons users with a record of 
both reviewing and publishing provides reassurance that 
these are real scholars. To our knowledge, the Publons 
database is the only available database of peer reviews that 
is not limited to individual publishers or journals, making 
it a unique resource for studies such as this one.

CONCLUSIONS
To our knowledge, this is the first study to investigate the 
profiles of scholars reviewing for predatory journals. Our 
results show that relatively few such reviews were submitted 
to Publons. Still, writing these reviews probably involved 
a considerable expenditure of time and resources. The 
profiles of scholars reviewing for predatory journals 
resemble the scholars who publish in these outlets: they 
tend to be young and inexperienced researchers and 
affiliated with institutions in lower income countries. 
Predatory journals have gained relevance for scholars for 
publishing their own work and for reviewing the work of 
others. A holistic approach to combating deceptive jour-
nals is, therefore, needed, taking into account the entire 
research workflow.

Most initiatives addressing the problem of predatory 
journals focus on reducing the submissions of manu-
scripts by warning authors not to publish their work in 
these outlets.11 To prevent scholars from reviewing for 
predatory journals, research institutions, funders and 
publishers ought to invest in the training of reviewers. 
Such training should enable them to make informed 
decisions on what journals they review for. Reviewers 
should be educated on concepts of quality and legitimacy 
in scholarly publishing and the characteristics of preda-
tory journals to help them avoid reviewing for the latter. 
Particularly early-career scholars and scholars located 
in developing countries should be provided with educa-
tional resources and services. An adapted version of the 
Think, Check, Submit guidance, which provides researchers 
with a checklist intended to help them identify trust-
worthy journals, could be a useful resource for reviewers.32 
Funders and universities should monitor for which jour-
nals their grantees and faculty members review and warn 
against committing time to review for predatory journals. 
When evaluating applications for funding or promo-
tion, they might check peer review records for predatory 
titles. Services that help researchers get credit for their 
reviewing activities should have a clear policy for preda-
tory journals. Providers of lists of predatory journals could 
check peer-reviewing activities and assess the contents of 
submitted reviews for quality and rigour. Research insti-
tutions, funders and publishers should boost their efforts 
to discourage scholars from reviewing for these outlets. 
Finally, more research is needed to investigate the quality 
of peer review across different journals, including legiti-
mate and potentially predatory journals.

Author affiliations
1Strategy Division, Schweizerischer Nationalfonds zur Förderung der 
wissenschaftlichen Forschung, Bern, Switzerland
2Graduate School for Health Sciences, University of Bern, Bern, Switzerland
3Institute for Social and Preventive Medicine, University of Bern, Bern, Switzerland
4Research Council, Schweizerischer Nationalfonds zur Förderung der 
wissenschaftlichen Forschung, Bern, Switzerland
5Publons, Clarivate Analytics London, London, UK
6Faculty Opinions, London, UK

Acknowledgements  We would like to thank Katrin Milzow for her useful feedback 
on an earlier draft of this manuscript, Matt Hodkinson for his helpful comment on 
the preprint and Jennifer Frost for her critical reading of the final manuscript.

Contributors  AS: conceptualisation, methodology, formal analysis, investigation, 
data curation, visualisation, writing–original draft preparation, writing–review 
and editing. MS: investigation, visualisation, writing–review and editing. ME: 
methodology, supervision, writing–review and editing. MD: data curation, 
investigation, writing–review and editing. TB: conceptualisation, methodology, 
investigation, data curation, supervision, writing–review and editing.

Funding  The authors have not declared a specific grant for this research from any 
funding agency in the public, commercial or not-for-profit sectors.

Competing interests  AS and MS work for the SNSF. ME is president of the 
Research Council of the SNSF. MD works for Publons. TB was product lead at 
Publons at the time of the study.

Patient consent for publication  Not required.

Ethics approval  Under Swiss law, no ethics approval is required for this type of 
study. No peer reviewer or peer review report can be identified from this report.

Provenance and peer review  Not commissioned; externally peer reviewed.

Data availability statement  No data are available. The data sets used for and 
generated in the course of this study are not publicly available in order to protect 
Cabell's International’s intellectual property rights and to respect the reviewer 
privacy policies imposed by Publons on behalf of the publishers.

Supplemental material  This content has been supplied by the author(s). It has 
not been vetted by BMJ Publishing Group Limited (BMJ) and may not have been 
peer-reviewed. Any opinions or recommendations discussed are solely those 
of the author(s) and are not endorsed by BMJ. BMJ disclaims all liability and 
responsibility arising from any reliance placed on the content. Where the content 
includes any translated material, BMJ does not warrant the accuracy and reliability 
of the translations (including but not limited to local regulations, clinical guidelines, 
terminology, drug names and drug dosages), and is not responsible for any error 
and/or omissions arising from translation and adaptation or otherwise.

Open access  This is an open access article distributed in accordance with the 
Creative Commons Attribution Non Commercial (CC BY-NC 4.0) license, which 
permits others to distribute, remix, adapt, build upon this work non-commercially, 
and license their derivative works on different terms, provided the original work is 
properly cited, appropriate credit is given, any changes made indicated, and the use 
is non-commercial. See: http://​creativecommons.​org/​licenses/​by-​nc/​4.​0/.

ORCID iD
Anna Severin http://​orcid.​org/​0000-​0002-​6231-​5695

REFERENCES
	 1	 Beall J. Predatory publishers are corrupting open access. Nature 

2012;489:179.
	 2	 Cobey KD, Lalu MM, Skidmore B, et al. What is a predatory Journal? 

A scoping review. F1000Res 2018;7:1001.
	 3	 Grudniewicz A, Moher D, Cobey KD, et al. Predatory journals: no 

definition, no defence. Nature 2019;576:210–2.
	 4	 Publons. Publons, 2018. Available: ​Publons-​Global-​State-​Of-​Peer-​

Review-​2018.​pdf
	 5	 Mulligan A, Hall L, Raphael E. Peer review in a changing world: an 

international study measuring the attitudes of researchers. Journal 
of the American Society for Information Science and Technology 
2013;64:132–61.

	 6	 Nicholas D, Watkinson A, Jamali HR, et al. Peer review: still King in 
the digital age. Learn. Pub. 2015;28:15–21.

	 7	 Rowlands I, Nicholas D. The changing scholarly communication 
landscape: an international survey of senior researchers. Learned 
Publishing 2006;19:31–55.

copyright.
 on July 28, 2021 at U

niversitaetsbibliothek B
ern. P

rotected by
http://bm

jopen.bm
j.com

/
B

M
J O

pen: first published as 10.1136/bm
jopen-2021-050270 on 21 July 2021. D

ow
nloaded from

 

https://thinkchecksubmit.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6231-5695
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/489179a
http://dx.doi.org/10.12688/f1000research.15256.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/d41586-019-03759-y
Publons-Global-State-Of-Peer-Review-2018.pdf
Publons-Global-State-Of-Peer-Review-2018.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/asi.22798
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/asi.22798
http://dx.doi.org/10.1087/20150104
http://dx.doi.org/10.1087/095315106775122493
http://dx.doi.org/10.1087/095315106775122493
http://bmjopen.bmj.com/


7Severin A, et al. BMJ Open 2021;11:e050270. doi:10.1136/bmjopen-2021-050270

Open access

	 8	 Severin A, Chataway J. Purposes of peer review: a qualitative study 
of stakeholder expectations and perceptions. Learned Publishing 
2021;34:144–55.

	 9	 Tennant JP, Dugan JM, Graziotin D, et al. A multi-disciplinary 
perspective on emergent and future innovations in peer review. 
F1000Res 2017;6:1151.

	10	 Ware M. Peer review in scholarly journals: perspective of the 
scholarly community – results from an international study. Inf Serv 
Use 2008;28:109–12.

	11	 Severin A, Low N. Readers beware! predatory journals are infiltrating 
citation databases. Int J Public Health 2019;64:1123–4.

	12	 Shamseer L, Moher D, Maduekwe O, et al. Potential predatory and 
legitimate biomedical journals: can you tell the difference? A cross-
sectional comparison. BMC Med 2017;15:28.

	13	 Björk B-C, Kanto-Karvonen S, Harviainen JT. How frequently are 
articles in predatory open access journals cited. arXiv:191210228 
[cs]Published Online First: 21 December 2019. Available: http://​arxiv.​
org/​abs/​1912.​10228 [Accessed 13 Jan 2020].

	14	 Bohannon J. Who's afraid of peer review? Science 2013;342:60–5.
	15	 Moher D, Shamseer L, Cobey KD, et al. Stop this waste of people, 

animals and money. Nature 2017;549:23–5.
	16	 Siler K. Demarcating spectrums of predatory publishing: economic 

and institutional sources of academic legitimacy. J Assoc Inf Sci 
Technol 2020.

	17	 Bisaccio M. Cabells’ Journal Whitelist and Blacklist: Intelligent data 
for informed journal evaluations. Learned Publishing 2018;31:243–8.

	18	 Strinzel M, Severin A, Milzow K, et al. Blacklists and whitelists to 
tackle predatory publishing: a cross-sectional comparison and 
thematic analysis. mBio 2019;10. doi:10.1128/mBio.00411-19. [Epub 
ahead of print: 04 06 2019].

	19	 Danevska L, Spiroski M, Donev D, et al. How to recognize and avoid 
potential, possible, or probable predatory open-access publishers, 
Standalone, and hijacked journals. Pril 2016;37:5–13.

	20	 Publons. Celebrating 5m reviews, 2M researchers, and more, 2019. 
Available: https://​publons.​com/​blog/​celebrating-​5m-​reviews-​2m-​
researchers-​and-​more/

	21	 Publons. Researcher FAQs, 2019. Available: https://​publons.​
freshdesk.​com/​support/​solutions/​articles/​12000012196-​how-​are-​
reviews-​verified-​verifying-​reviews- [Accessed 07 Mar 2020].

	22	 Publons. Publons guide to evaluating publishers. Available: https://​
publons.​com/​about/​publisher-​checklist/ [Accessed 02 Sep 2020].

	23	 Jaro MA. Advances in record-linkage methodology as applied to 
matching the 1985 census of Tampa, Florida. J Am Stat Assoc 
1989;84:414–20.

	24	 Winkler WE. String comparator metrics and enhanced decision rules 
in the Fellegi-Sunter model of record linkage.Proceedings of the 
section on survey research methods; 1990: 354–69. https://​files.​eric.​
ed.​gov/​fulltext/​ED325505.​pdf

	25	 World Bank. World bank country and lending groups 2019, 2020. 
Available: http://​databank.​worldbank.​org/​data/​download/​site-​
content/​OGHIST.​xls [Accessed 13 Jan 2020].

	26	 Xia J, Harmon JL, Connolly KG, et al. Who publishes in “predatory” 
journals? J Assoc Inf Sci Technol 2015;66:1406–17.

	27	 Moher D, Naudet F, Cristea IA, et al. Assessing scientists for hiring, 
promotion, and tenure. PLoS Biol 2018;16:e2004089.

	28	 Ravindran S. Getting credit for peer review. Science 2016.
	29	 Van Noorden R. The scientists who get credit for peer review. Nature 

2014.
	30	 van Dalen HP, Henkens K. Intended and unintended consequences 

of a publish‐or‐perish culture: a worldwide survey. J Am Soc Inf Sci 
Tec 2012;63:1282–93.

	31	 Teixeira da Silva JA, Tsigaris P. What value do journal whitelists 
and blacklists have in academia? J Academic Librarianship 
2018;44:781–92.

	32	 Cortegiani A, Shafer SL. "Think. Check. Submit." to avoid predatory 
publishing. Crit Care 2018;22:300.

copyright.
 on July 28, 2021 at U

niversitaetsbibliothek B
ern. P

rotected by
http://bm

jopen.bm
j.com

/
B

M
J O

pen: first published as 10.1136/bm
jopen-2021-050270 on 21 July 2021. D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/leap.1336
http://dx.doi.org/10.12688/f1000research.12037.3
http://dx.doi.org/10.3233/ISU-2008-0568
http://dx.doi.org/10.3233/ISU-2008-0568
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00038-019-01284-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12916-017-0785-9
http://arxiv.org/abs/1912.10228
http://arxiv.org/abs/1912.10228
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.342.6154.60
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/549023a
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/asi.24339
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/asi.24339
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/leap.1164
http://dx.doi.org/10.1128/mBio.00411-19
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/prilozi-2016-0011
https://publons.com/blog/celebrating-5m-reviews-2m-researchers-and-more/
https://publons.com/blog/celebrating-5m-reviews-2m-researchers-and-more/
https://publons.freshdesk.com/support/solutions/articles/12000012196-how-are-reviews-verified-verifying-reviews-
https://publons.freshdesk.com/support/solutions/articles/12000012196-how-are-reviews-verified-verifying-reviews-
https://publons.freshdesk.com/support/solutions/articles/12000012196-how-are-reviews-verified-verifying-reviews-
https://publons.com/about/publisher-checklist/
https://publons.com/about/publisher-checklist/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01621459.1989.10478785
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED325505.pdf
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED325505.pdf
http://databank.worldbank.org/data/download/site-content/OGHIST.xls
http://databank.worldbank.org/data/download/site-content/OGHIST.xls
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/asi.23265
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.2004089
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.caredit.a1600022
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature.2014.16102
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/asi.22636
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/asi.22636
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.acalib.2018.09.017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s13054-018-2244-1
http://bmjopen.bmj.com/


Online Supplementary Material 

Table S1: Quartiles for reviewer subgroups and their characteristics 

Subgroup, based on shares of predatory 

reviews per reviewer 

Reviews per 

reviewer 

Publications per 

reviewer 

Reviews written per 

year per reviewer 

Articles published per 

year per reviewer 

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q1 Q2 Q3 

No predatory reviews (0%) 10 24 54 16 35 71 0.78 1.91 4.15 1.57 2.5 4 

Few predatory reviews (1-25%) 40 81.5 156 28 55 101 2.73 5.4 10.85 2.18 3.29 5.43 

Some predatory reviews (26-75%) 17 42 109 12 23.5 54.75 1.79 4.57 9.67 1.38 2.35 4.4 

Many predatory reviews (76-99%) 38 77 197 6 12 28 4.81 14.75 30.2 1.67 1.7 3.57 

Predatory reviews only (100%) 2.25 12 26.5 8 15.5 22 0.41 1.42 3.25 1.06 1.44 2.73 
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