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ABSTRACT

PURPOSE Open-access publishing expanded opportunities to give visibility to research
results but was accompanied by the proliferation of predatory journals (PJos)
that offer expedited publishing but potentially compromise the integrity of
research and peer review. To our knowledge, to date, there is no comprehensive
global study on the impact of PJos in the field of oncology.

MATERIALS
AND METHODS

A 29 question-based cross-sectional survey was developed to explore knowl-
edge and practices of predatory publishing and analyzed using descriptive
statistics and binary logistic regression.

RESULTS Four hundred and twenty-six complete responses to the survey were reported.
Almost half of the responders reported feeling pressure to publish from su-
pervisors, institutions, and funding and regulatory agencies. The majority of
authors were contacted by PJos through email solicitations (67.8%), with fewer
using social networks (31%). In total, 13.4% of the responders confirmed past
publications on PJo, convinced by fast editorial decision time, low article-
processing charges, limited peer review, and for the promise of academic
boost in short time. Over half of the participants were not aware of PJo detection
tools. We developed a multivariable model to understand the determinants to
publish in PJos, showing a significant correlation of practicing oncology in low-
and middle-income countries (LMICs) and predatory publishing (odds ratio
[OR], 2.02 [95% CI, 1.01 to 4.03]; P 5 .04). Having previous experience in ac-
ademic publishing was not protective (OR, 3.81 [95% CI, 1.06 to 13.62]; P 5 .03).
Suggestions for interventions included educational workshops, increasing
awareness through social networks, enhanced research funding in LMICs,
surveillance by supervisors, and implementation of institutional actions against
responsible parties.

CONCLUSION The prevalence of predatory publishing poses an alarming problem in the field
of oncology, globally. Our survey identified actionable risk factors that may
contribute to vulnerability to PJos and inform guidance to enhance research
capacity broadly.

INTRODUCTION

The British philosopher Henry Oldenburg (1619-1677) is
largely considered the father of the modern peer review
system of scientific literature.1 As an editor and a founder of
the Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society in 1665, he
dedicated his profession to implementing the policy of ex-
ternal review by experts for submitted manuscripts.1,2 The
practice that he introduced was the beginning of academic
peer review. However, the scholarly peer review practice has

only been consolidated more recently. For instance, The
Lancet started to peer review the submissions only in 1976,
despite having published since 1823.1,3 Nowadays, academic
journals require peer review to maintain research inde-
pendence, integrity, and credibility, pursuing the best
standards for quality research.

Predatory journals (PJos) are based onwrite-only publishing
practices that bypass or provide a light peer review by in-
fringing publishing ethical standards through several
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different strategies. The practice of PJos is characterized by a
low-quality peer review in the context of multiple concur-
rent low-quality practices. PJos commonly have no subject
specificity and publish several types of scientific literature,
across a broad spectrum of disciplines. In addition, PJos can
have fictional editorial board members. As a result, the PJo
practices generate confusion in the indexing and can result
in misleading impact factors, based on citations captured
across several, nonspecific disciplines. PJos are also char-
acterized by a unique strategy to approach potential authors
with repeated, unsolicited, and unwanted generic emails of
invitation for publication, claiming certainty of publication,
quick editorial processing, and often affordable fees. Many
PJos choose sonorous, almost improvisational good-
sounding journal names containing words (such as Ameri-
can, European, and International), or sounding like estab-
lished, high-impact journals, aiming to attract the authors
and reassure their suspicion.4,5 A remarkable number of for-
profit open access (OA) PJos benefit from the publish or
perish treadmill—that is an academic practice of reward
based on the number of papers published, and not the quality
of the research. PJos target authors with limited funding
(perhaps, also those with poor training in research integ-
rity), who are under pressure to publish for their academic
promotion,6,7 predominantly early-career scientists from
low- and middle-income countries (LMICs).8 Publishing in
PJos can severely damage young researchers’ careers as their
work will be published without a proper peer review process
and thus become not credible.9 Remarkably, PJos have de-
veloped malignant tactics to infiltrate reputable indexing
databases such as PubMed/Medline, which makes their
identification as predatory very challenging.10-13 Articles
published in PJos also penetrate the evidentiary base to
inform randomized and controlled clinical trials and sys-
tematic reviews,14,15 considerably harming patients’ care, as

researchers use this evidence synthesis to provide medical
practice guidelines. To our knowledge, to date, only one
survey-based study has evaluated the PJo practice in Ger-
many and Austria.16 To respond to the urgent need to study
this issue and examine this damaging research practice
globally across oncology specialties, we conducted a cross-
sectional survey, aiming to investigate the extent and
identify potential factors for publishing in PJos and also
identify interventions to build educational programs to in-
crease awareness of PJos.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Survey Design

We designed a cross-sectional survey using Google Forms,
comprising 29 questions written in English. We converted
our research objectives into key topics through numerous
discussions with co-authors to construct the survey. These
topics were then formulated into a mix of closed-ended and
open-ended questions. We aimed to make these questions
specific, neutral, and clear, while avoiding complex lan-
guage. The survey began with general questions, gradually
progressing to more specific ones. A pilot review was con-
ducted to detect any errors, following a thorough revision by
a group of co-authors. The survey content was based on
preliminary research from literature on strategies and ap-
proaches of PJos,16 on the tools to identify and prevent the
threat, and expert inputs from the authors. The authors
gathered a sample of emails of invitations fromPJos, and key
elements of the PJo attitudes were highlighted, to be in-
corporated in the survey questionnaire.

The survey design was focused on short questions to limit
nonresponse bias (ie, patients who refuse to answer longer

CONTEXT

Key Objective
This global survey-based study investigated the impact of predatory journals (PJos) in oncology, focusing on the awareness
and practices of oncologists and cancer researchers, especially in low- and middle-income countries (LMICs).

Knowledge Generated
Factors such as accelerated editorial response times, reduced article-processing charges, streamlined peer review pro-
cesses, and the prospect of rapid academic advancement are key drivers for submissions to PJos. Pressure to publish from
supervisors, institutions, and funding and regulatory agencies are other factors that may explain publishing in PJos. PJos
predominantly engage potential authors through email solicitations, with a considerable proportion of the respondent’s
lacking familiarity with tools essential for journal quality review. An association was found between practicing cancer
research in LMICs and publishing in PJos.

Relevance
Our findings provide a rationale to build educational interventions targeting oncologists and cancer researchers in LMICs. It
is hopeful that this will deliver actionable data to improve research integrity and guide policy development against predatory
publishing.
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questions are systematically different from responders) and
also on multiple-choice responses to reduce acquiescence
bias (ie, tendency to select a positive response option, eg,
when the questions are all presented as binary). The binary
transformation during data analysis was preplanned, as
previously described.17 For some questions, we used open
answer options to capture additional respondents’ per-
spectives, thus reducing the effect of answer order bias si-
multaneously. To validate the questionnaire, co-authors
were asked to complete the survey to detect any anomalies
before its release in the home institutions of collaborators
for distribution and data collection. Feedback was provided,
as appropriate. The survey (Data Supplement, Appendix S1)
was distributed based on a snowballing by email of the
authors participating in this project. A mailing list of eligible
respondents was compiled, starting from the core members
of the ONCOLLEGE oncology care providers’ network, and
expanding in national and regional networks, based on an
established approach for survey research in global
oncology.18,19 Data collection occurred for 8 months, from
July 1, 2021, to February 28, 2022. Additional information is
provided in the Data Supplement (Appendix S2).

Ethical Approval and Consent to Participate

Data processing complies with the European Union General
Data Protection Regulation (2016/679) for privacy; the data
are presented as grouped results, to ensure no disclosure of
the identity of the respondents. The survey also complies
with the Moroccan legislation (Moroccan law for the pro-
tection of persons participating in biomedical research,
accessed November 21, 2021), where the lead author (K.E.B.)
practices. The study is exempted from ethical committee
approval because it is a low-risk investigation as confirmed
by a local ethical board review (Ref: 12/REC/23—Research
Ethics Committee of the Polydisciplinary Faculty of Tar-
oudant, Morocco). Additional information is provided in the
Data Supplement (Appendix S2).

Data Analysis and Reporting

Data coding, extraction, and analysis were performed on
Excel (Microsoft Office) and IBM SPSS Statistics 25 (SPSS,
Chicago, IL). Descriptive statistics were used to report
quantitative and categorical data as appropriate. Univariable
analysis was used to explore the association of responders’
characteristics and publication experience in PJos followed
by a multivariable binary logistic regression adjusted for
significant covariates and using a backward stepwise se-
lection further to study risk factors of vulnerability of
publishing in PJos. The goodness of fit of the logistic re-
gression model was assessed using the Hosmer and Leme-
show. A CI calculated at 95% was considered during the
analysis. Data were analyzed according to the two World
Bank (WB) groups20 (2022 data; high-income countries
[HICs], and LMICs). Manuscript writing and reporting were

based on the Consensus-Based Checklist for Reporting of
Survey Studies (CROSS).21

RESULTS

General Characteristics and Demographic Features of
Study Participants

A description of the cohort of responders can be found in
Table 1. A total of 426 oncologists and cancer researchers
participated in the online survey with a median age of
37 years (IQR, 11). The sex of respondents was equal (49.1%
ofmale and 50.7% of female) with amale-to-female ratio of
0.97. When categorized into income groups, on the basis of
the WB classification (2022 data) for the country where they
practice, a significant proportion of participants were from
LMICs (64.3%; n 5 274), including lower-middle (36.2%;
n 5 154), upper-middle (24.4%; n 5 104), low-income
countries (3.8%; n 5 16); providers from HICs were 35.2%
(n 5 150). On the basis of the country of origin versus
country of practice, we estimated a percentage of emigration
from LMICs to HICs of 9.4%. Additional information is
provided in the Data Supplement (Appendix S2).

Perception of Participants of Academic Publishing
and PJos

Of the participants, 77.1% (n 5 328) were affiliated
with institutions engaged in cancer research, and 78.6%
(n5 335) had published in peer-reviewed journals (Table 2).
Nearly all (93%; n 5 395) claimed to verify journal quality
and indexing before submitting their research for publica-
tion. Almost half reported feeling pressure to publish from
supervisors, institutions, funding agencies, and regulations.
When asked about their academic knowledge, 71.4%
(n5 304) of participants said they had a basic understanding
of PJos. The majority of authors had been contacted by PJos
through email solicitations (67.8%; n 5 289) or social
networks (31%; n 5 132). More than 90% (n 5 395) of
participants claimed to discard these types of invitations,
but 13.4% (n 5 57) had published at least once in a PJo.
Indeed, 87.7% (n 5 50) of this subgroup of participants
who published in PJos were targeted by email solicitations,
and 61.4% (n5 35) of themwere under pressure to publish.
Additionally, 73.7% (n 5 314) of participants stated that
PJos have not the same quality standards as compared with
peer-reviewed journals. According to participants, PJos
attract researchers for their fast decision time (36.38%;
n 5 155), low OA fees (20.42%; n 5 87), absence of peer
review (13.15%; n 5 56), and aiming at an academic career
boost in a shorter time (13.38%; n 5 57). In fact, some
researchers had published in PJos to fulfill academic
requirements such as publishing a residency or PhD
thesis (18.08%; n 5 77) or to improve their career in
hospitals (10.09%; n 5 46), in addition to other reasons
(Data Supplement, Fig S1).

JCO Global Oncology ascopubs.org/journal/go | 3
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Surprisingly, over half (51.6%; n 5 220) of participants
were not aware of online tools such as the Think Check
Submit initiative and the Bealls’ List to evaluate journal
quality and identify PJos. According to them, PJos target
scientists from LMICs because of poor knowledge of this
phenomenon (51.88%; n 5 221), attracted by affordable
article processing charges (48.59%; n 5 207), and fast
publication process (46.24%; n 5 197). Additionally, poor
information on the importance of peer review (32.16%;
n 5 137) and low-quality research appeared to make
scientists vulnerable to predatory publishing (Data
Supplement, Fig S2). Ultimately, an important proportion
of respondents (49.1%; n 5 213) acknowledged that the
quantity of publications is a significant factor in their
ability to enhance their reputation and access better
opportunities within their institutions. The majority of
participants (91.5%; n 5 390) emphasized the need to
raise awareness among oncologists and cancer re-
searchers about PJos.

TABLE 1. General Characteristics and Demographic Features of
Participants

Features No. (%)

Age

Median (IQR) 11 (37)

Mean (6SD) 8.5 (38.54)

Sex

Male 209 (49.1)

Female 216 (50.7)

Nonbinary 1 (0.2)

Academic degree

MD 296 (69.5)

MD/PhD 73 (17.1)

PhD 42 (9.9)

Other 15 (3.5)

Current specialty

Clinical oncology disciplines 276 (64.8)

Medical oncology 181 (42.5)

Radiation oncology 50 (11.7)

Hematology 29 (6.8)

Clinical oncology 14 (3.2)

Pediatric oncology 2 (0.5)

Surgical oncology 51 (12)

Oncology pharmacy/pharmacology 17 (4.8)

Cancer research (basic or translational sciences) 46 (10.8)

Other specialties 36 (8.5)

Type of participants’ research area

Clinical scientist 198 (46.5)

Basic scientist 38 (8.9)

Both 62 (14.6)

I practice mostly clinical work, not research 128 (30)

Current position

Specialist doctor 231 (54.2)

Trainee (PhD student or resident physician) 81 (19)

Professor 55 (12.9)

Postdoctoral/research or clinical fellow 24 (5.6)

Full-time researcher 19 (4.5)

Other 16 (3.8)

Primary affiliation type

Public sector 300 (70.4)

Private sector 65 (15.3)

Both 61 (14.3)

Country of origin

Iraq 72 (16.9)

Morocco 62 (14.6)

Italy 44 (10.3)

Pakistan 23 (5.4)

Egypt 21 (4.9)

Mexico 17 (4)

Bangladesh 13 (3.1)

The United Kingdom 12 (2.8)

All other countriesa 162 (38)

(continued in next column)

TABLE 1. General Characteristics and Demographic Features of
Participants (continued)

Features No. (%)

Income group of participants’ country of originb

LMICs 314 (73.7)

Upper middle income 113 (26.5)

Lower middle income 173 (40.6)

Low income 28 (6.6)

HICs 112 (26.3)

Country of practice

Iraq 71 (16.7)

Morocco 57 (13.4)

Italy 33 (7.7)

Egypt 21 (4.9)

Pakistan 20 (4.7)

The United Kingdom 19 (4.5)

Austria 15 (3.5)

Mexico 15 (3.5)

All other countriesa 175 (41.1)

Income group of participants’ country of practiceb

LMIC 274 (64.3)

Upper middle income 104 (24.4)

Lower middle income 154 (36.2)

Low income 16 (3.8)

HIC 150 (35.2)

Missing data 2 (0.5)

Abbreviations: HICs, high-income countries; LMICs, low- and middle-
income countries; MD, medical doctorate; PhD, philosophy doctorate;
SD, standard deviation.
aDetailed list of countries can be found in the Data Supplement (Table
S2).
bBased on the World Bank classification (2022 data).22 Venezuela,
previously classified as an upper middle-income country, was
reclassified as a lower middle-income country.23
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Predictive Factors of Publishing in PJos

We initially examined a set of covariates from the data set
using univariable regression, to explore factors potentially
associated with publication in a PJo and subsequently
identified independent factors using a multivariable ap-
proach (Data Supplement, Table S1). The final model in-
cluded two variables significantly associated with predatory
publishing, as confirmed by the goodness-of-fit Hosmer
and Lemeshow test (P 5 .74: good fitness of the model).
Being an oncologist from an LMIC doubled the risk of
publishing in PJos (odds ratio [OR], 2.02 [95% CI, 1.01 to
4.03]; P 5 .04). Then, having publishing experience was
associated with an over three-time risk of publishing in PJos
(OR, 3.81 [95% CI, 1.06 to 13.62]; P 5 .03).

DISCUSSION

In the past decade, there has been a considerable rise in new
oncology journals publishing OA science, driven by the
“publish or perish” culture. Consequently, predatory
publishing has been a success story in terms of profits of OA
in recent years, but not for the ethical conduct, and posing
serious risks to scientific integrity. In our study, we aimed
to examine predatory publishing practices among oncol-
ogists and cancer researchers and identify factors associ-
ated with this phenomenon to build recommendations and
educational interventions to raise awareness and improve
knowledge on PJos. According to survey participants, PJos
target researchers from LMICs because of more limited
awareness and for the affordable article processing charges
and quicker publication process. A common characteristic

TABLE 2. Perception of Participants of Academic Publishing and PJos

Survey Items/Variables No. (%)

Involvement of respondents’ affiliations in cancer research

Yes 328 (77.1)

No 72 (16.7)

I do not know 13 (3.1)

I prefer not to answer 13 (3.1)

Publication records of participants in peer-reviewed journals

Yes 335 (78.6)

No 91 (21.4)

Journal quality review (including indexing) before submission

Yes 395 (92.7)

No 31 (7.3)

Pressure to publish from your supervisor, institution, research
funding agencies, and related regulations

Yes 206 (48.4)

No 173 (40.6)

I prefer not to answer 47 (11)

Basic knowledge on PJos

Yes 304 (71.4)

No 122 (28.6)

Email solicitations

Yes 289 (67.8)

No 137 (32.2)

Solicitations using social networks

Yes 132 (31)

No 248 (58.2)

Missing data 46 (10.8)

Frequency of solicitations

Every day 72 (16.9)

Every week 79 (18.5)

Monthly 43 (10.1)

Every 2-3 months 40 (9.4)

Every 6 months 26 (6.1)

Once a year 9 (2.1)

I do not know 132 (31)

I prefer not to answer 25 (5.9)

Response to solicitations

No, I ignore their solicitations 395 (92.7)

Yes, I tell them that they are predatory 18 (4.2)

Yes, I send them my papers 13 (3.1)

Previous publications in PJos

No, I have not published articles in a PJo 369 (86.6)

Yes, I have published articles knowing that it was predatory 52 (12.2)

Yes, but I did not know at the moment that it was predatory 5 (1.2)

Do you think that articles published in PJos have the same
quality as those published in peer-reviewed journals?

Yes 8 (1.9)

No 314 (73.7)

I do not know 93 (21.8)

I prefer not to answer 11 (2.6)

(continued in next column)

TABLE 2. Perception of Participants of Academic Publishing and PJos
(continued)

Survey Items/Variables No. (%)

Use of online tools (Think Check Submit and Bealls’ list) to
detect PJos

Yes 121 (28.4)

No 85 (20)

This is the first time I am hearing about these tools 220 (51.6)

Institutions’ conduct regarding access to better opportunities
and reputation

The number of publications affects directly 213 (49.1)

Quality of research is considered more important 97 (22.8)

I do not know 88 (20.7)

I prefer not to answer 28 (6.6)

Do you consider that scientists and oncologists should be
alerted about PJos?

Yes 390 (91.5)

No 14 (3.3)

I prefer not to answer 22 (5.2)

Abbreviation: PJo, predatory journal.

JCO Global Oncology ascopubs.org/journal/go | 5
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of PJos is their focus on researchers in LMICs24,25 who may
receive insufficient training in publishing standards and
feel compelled to publish because of the pressure they face,
amid limited research funding and willingness to get rec-
ognition for their work. This is further supported by the
evidence from our survey that demonstrated that being a
practitioner in an LMIC increases the risk of publishing in
PJs by two folds. Such a risk is in fact pronounced in re-
searchers withmore experience in publishing, pushed to do
more and faster to keep or improve their careers, as shown
in our multivariable model. Moreover, unaffordability of
the current OA publishing model by most LMICs-resident
researchers, despite facilitations adopted by some journals,
is another barrier encouraging scientists to pursue cheaper
OA options, with no peer review, namely the PJos. For in-
stance, often only low-income based authors are eligible
for partial waivers, and those located in lower-middle
income or upper-middle income countries are subjected
to pay exorbitant and unreasonably high article-processing
charges.26 Therefore, a significant solution to this issue is to
develop a policy that recommends the availability of
funding within the author’s institution rather than relying
on theWB classification as a new flexible waiver model,27 to
deliver a more equitable system of cancer research. Addi-
tionally, it is necessary to restructure the entire system of
quality check of journals and their conduct, to end the
misconduct of PJos. Targeting authors by email solicita-
tions is a hallmark of PJos. This was also noticed in the
responses of our participants. Undeniably, requests for
submission using this approach28 are common among PJos.
In our study, email engagement was found to increase the
risk of publishing in PJos, in the univariate model. This
includes both solicitations using emails and social net-
works. However, these findings were not confirmed after
adjustment for covariates on multivariable analysis and
require more validations. Unexpectedly, participants with
self-reported foundational understanding of PJos dem-
onstrated a two-fold increase in the likelihood of pub-
lishing their work within these journals as shown by the
univariable analysis. One can argue that having knowledge
of the phenomenon may be post hoc, meaning that authors
who had published in a PJos were educated only later on to
the risks of such a conduct.29,30 For instance, we could not
understand if authors incurring in PJos publications and
then receiving specific education on the ethics of oncology
research eventually persisted or refrained from PJos.

Our study also found that many participants were not aware
of online tools to evaluate journal quality and identify PJos.
Moreover, our statistical analysis found a trend toward
significance of predatory publishing using these tools on
multivariable model suggesting that other factors may
interfere with the publishing attitudes. For instance, Beall’s
list, despite criticism, is still commonly utilized to cate-
gorize journals and publishers with predatory behavior.31 In
addition, the online Think Check Submit tool is also ben-
eficial to carefully identify the best journal to publish re-
search.32 This system using quality assessment checklists is

especially important for authors in developing countries,
where there is a need to enhance their chances of getting
published while also maintaining their work has a positive
impact on a global scale.33

Over-reliance on quantity rather than the quality of research
outputs is used to enhance international visibility and
ranking of universities and institutions. This is another well-
documented factor that can lead to a culture that values
publish or perish over producing high-quality research that
addresses important practice questions which may nega-
tively affect the integrity of research findings.34,35 We ob-
served a pressure to publish trend in our study as well, with
participants indicating that the quantity of publications has a
direct impact on access to better opportunities and repu-
tation in their institutions, which may make them more
vulnerable to publishing in PJos. The findings provided
additional evidence that possessing publishing experience
does not offer protection against predatory publishing—in
fact, it does increase the risk that may regard those re-
searchers with more pressure to publish. Our participants
clearly stated that the quality of PJos publications is low
compared with peer-reviewed journals. Indeed, articles
published in PJos were recently reported to have little sci-
entific impact.9 The PJos peer review system is compromised
leading to the publication of low-quality researchwith issues
in study design, data reporting, and ethics. Therefore, this
situation poses a risk to patient outcomes. Particularly, the
literature published in PJos infiltrates into indexing data-
bases such as PubMed,11 awidely used resource for actionable
study findings in oncology. Thus, urgent global awareness is
needed to address the hidden danger of PJos.

Various suggestions were proposed to improve the re-
searchers’ knowledge on PJos and find a remedy to the issue
of research integrity, including educational interventions.
Increasing awareness through implementing training by
responsible parties seems to be the most desirable strategy.
Indeed, accurate education on research ethics and integrity is
a crucial aspect of training researchers and is necessary for
legitimate publishing in academic research. Early exposure
to this training among young oncologists is essential for
developing strong research capacities and implementing
policies that prevent serious deviations from international
standards, such as predatory publishing. A recent study in
Morocco led by one of the authors (K.E.B.) demonstrated that
training using distance education is effective in improving
the knowledge of young researchers on PJos.36 In fact, de-
livering targeted education sessions on best publication
practices using this approach to early-career investigators
is encouraging36,37 with several advantages for LMICs
encompassing its flexibility and affordability without travel
and logistical restrictions in under-resourced settings.38 In
addition, the transition from face-to-face learning to online
education has had a significant impact, particularly in terms
of providing researchers from LMICs with access to high-
quality training throughwebinars offered by quality research
institutions and organizations.39
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Our study has various strengths and a number of limitations.
To the best of our knowledge, this is the first survey to
explore predatory publishing in oncology on a global scale.
Our study encompassed participants from both LMICs and
HICs, enabling a study of their perceptions and knowledge.
The majority of participants had affiliations involved in
cancer researchwhichmay provide accurate information on
their publishing behavior on PJos. In addition, most par-
ticipants in our survey were from medical specialties. In-
deed, this category of researchers is the most affected by
predatory publishing, as pushed by publish or perish
attitudes.40,41 The field of health sciences has a high pub-
lication activity and significant demand for disseminating
research outputs, making scientists more vulnerable to
PJos. However, our findings are subject to different biases
related to survey-based research, such as conformity bias.
In addition, soliciting oncologists and cancer researchers

practicing in LMICs, who constituted the majority of re-
spondents, may favor larger estimates of our conclusions.
Therefore, careful interpretation of these findings is
needed. Additional information is provided in the Data
Supplement (Appendix S2).

In conclusion, the emergence and propagation of PJos are
critical challenges in the field of oncology. The knowledge
generated by our findings can be used to enhance quality
research capacity by implementing initiatives that promote
awareness and drive good publishing practices aligning with
the strongest objectives of global oncology. Educational
interventions including distance education hold the poten-
tial to offer free training to scientists for raising awareness
about predatory publishing. Additional research that eval-
uates the economic impact of predatory publishing on health
systems and research environments is awaited.

AFFILIATIONS
1Department of Medical Oncology, Mohammed VI University Hospital,
Oujda, Morocco
2Faculty of Medical Sciences, University Mohammed VI Polytechnic,
Ben Guerir, Morocco
3European Institute of Oncology, IRCCS, Milan, Italy
4Department of Oncology and Hemato-oncology (DIPO), University of
Milan, Milan, Italy
5Medical Oncology Department, Hiwa Cancer Hospital, Sulaymaniyah,
Iraq
6Department of Clinical Oncology, Binor, Bannu, Pakistan
7Evercare Cancer Centre, Evercare Hospital, Dhaka, Bangladesh
8Head and Neck Surgery, National Institute of Oncology Hungary,
Budapest, Hungary
9Oncology Department, University Hospital of Leicester, Leicester,
United Kingdom
10Medical Oncology Department, Shaqlawa Teaching Hospital, Erbil,
Iraq
11Medical Oncology Unit, Ospedale del Mare, Naples, Italy
12Pharmacy Department, National Center for Cancer Care and Research,
Hamad Medical Corporation, Doha, Qatar
13Clinical and Population Health Research, College of Pharmacy, Qatar
University, Doha, Qatar
14Medical Oncology, Oncomédica Clinic, Caracas, Venezuela
15Department of Oncology, Hawassa University College ofMedicine and
Health Sciences, Hawassa, Ethiopia
16Hemato-Oncology Department Kuwait Cancer Control Center, Kuwait,
Kuwait
17Department of Hematology and Oncology, Comprehensive Cancer
Center Innsbruck, Medical University of Innsbruck, Innsbruck, Austria
18Hospital Sı́rio Libanes, São Paulo, Brazil
19Gastrointestinal Tumors Unit, University of Nuevo Leon Cancer
Center, Monterrey, México
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