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This document provides an overview of the search strategy employed for a literature analysis on deceptive publishing[footnoteRef:1] as part of the research project “At-Risk Articles”. It also includes a description of the analysis and categorization of the resulting literature.  [1:  Note on terminology: In descriptions and narrative writing, deceptive publishing and deceptive journal are the preferred terms in this document while “predatory publishing” and “predatory journals” are used when describing search terms used in databases. ] 
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[bookmark: _m1z9jyvwjdkn]Timeframe
Searches performed between August 7th, 2019 and September 4th, 2019
Analysis & categorization performed between September 6th, 2019 and September 13th, 2019
[bookmark: _yspyxjow835y]Scope and search strategies
The goal of this literature analysis was to get a general sense of the discussion on deceptive or “predatory publishing” in formal peer-reviewed literature and in particular to understand whether and how academic communities were discussing the implications for authors whose articles appear in deceptive outlets. The aim was to get a broad, but not systematically exhaustive, sample of the published literature across several disciplines. To that end, a search was conducted in a selection of the main subject databases as identified by University of Ottawa Librarians on their research guides using controlled vocabulary and keyword searching.  

In-scope articles had to have deceptive publishing as their main focus as determined by title and abstract. Articles that obviously focused on open access (OA) publishing broadly, attitudes toward OA, OA adoption in various disciplines, bibliometrics, etc. that only mentioned deceptive publishing in passing were out of scope. Where the focus was not immediately apparent, results were included for further analysis. A date limit of 2009 – present was introduced based on relevancy of initial results. Irrelevant articles were deselected prior to export to Zotero. 
[bookmark: _8q8t79gfvtdy]Databases:
[bookmark: _ckjhswwya0z9]EBSCO 
Databases: Academic Search Complete, Business Source Complete, CINAHL, Communication Source, Criminal Justice Abstracts, LISS, LISTA, Education Source, MLA International Bibliography, Legal Source, Art and Architecture, America History and Life, SportDiscus, Historical Abstracts, GreenFile, Philosopher's Index
	Subject term: “Predatory Open Access Publishing” 
KW: “predatory publish*” OR “deceptive publish*” OR “blacklist” OR “whitelist” OR “predatory journal*” 
Results: 397 in-scope articles 
KW: “revues prédatrices” OR “éditeurs prédateurs” 
Results: 0 in-scope articles
[bookmark: _oso2xo8g99qx]ProQuest
Databases: APA PsycArticles, ARTbibliographies Modern (ABM)‎, Business Premium Collection‎, ABI/INFORM Collection, Canadian Business & Current Affairs Database, ERIC, International Bibliography of the Social Sciences, Nursing & Allied Health Database, Philosopher's Index‎, Politics Collection‎,  ProQuest Dissertations & Theses Global, Sociology Collection, Sports Medicine & Education Index‎
Subject term: “predatory journals”
KW: “predatory publish*” OR “deceptive publish*” OR “blacklist” OR “whitelist” OR “predatory journal*” 
Results: 503 in-scope articles 
KW: “revues prédatrices” OR “éditeurs prédateurs” 
Results: 2 in-scope articles
[bookmark: _tinftncalcol]Scopus
KW: “predatory publish*” OR “deceptive publish*” OR “blacklist” OR “whitelist” OR “predatory journal*” 
Results: 181 in-scope articles
KW: “revues prédatrices” OR “éditeurs prédateurs” 
Results: 0 in-scope articles
[bookmark: _e41bhz1lsp7a]Web of Science
KW: “predatory publish*” OR “deceptive publish*” OR “blacklist” OR “whitelist” OR “predatory journal*” 
Results: 335 in-scope articles
KW: “revues prédatrices” OR “éditeurs prédateurs” 
Results: 0 in-scope articles
[bookmark: _dhvaw1ge65ju]JSTOR
KW: “predatory publish*” OR “deceptive publish*” OR “predatory open access” OR “predatory journal*” OR “fake journal”
NOTE: “blacklist” OR “whitelist” removed because they caused too much noise in the results, “predatory open access” and “fake journal” were added to increase possible hits
Results: 23 in-scope articles
KW: “revues prédatrices” OR “éditeurs prédateurs” 
Results: 2 in-scope articles
[bookmark: _4oup20nletlj]Érudit
KW: “predatory publish*” OR “deceptive publish*” OR “blacklist” OR “whitelist” OR “predatory journal*” 
Results: no in-scope articles
KW: “revues prédatrices” OR “éditeurs prédateurs” 
Results: 1 in-scope article
[bookmark: _uxrp4yzfmjvg]1Findr
KW: “predatory publish*” OR “deceptive publish*” OR “blacklist” OR “whitelist” OR “predatory journal*” 
Results: 459 in-scope articles
KW: “revues prédatrices” OR “éditeurs prédateurs” 
Results: 6 in-scope articles
[bookmark: _go3r81lz90a5]Persée
KW: “revues prédatrices” OR “éditeurs prédateurs” 
Results: 0 in-scope articles
[bookmark: _jc83bhzglfii]PubMed
KW: “predatory publish*” OR “deceptive publish*” OR “predatory journal*” 
Results: 337 in-scope articles
[bookmark: _pjlh1d8tmqx5]Medline, Embase, PsycINFO & ERIC on OVID
Search String: (predatory adj1 journal*).tw. 
OR (predatory adj1 publish*).tw. 
OR (deceptive adj3 publish*).tw.
Results: 399 in-scope articles
[bookmark: _pf49uuf79r6r]Analysis of search results
In-scope articles were exported to a Zotero library and deduplicated using the platform’s deduplication function, then deduplicated manually when discovered. Out-of-scope articles were excluded in an iterative process. Abstracts were analysed to determine the focus of the article and articles were briefly scanned when no abstract was available or the focus of the article was not apparent from the abstract alone. 

Any article that discussed “what to do” with an article after it appears in a deceptive outlet or that discussed the consequences of publishing in a deceptive outlet (“post-publication”) were determined to be in scope, regardless of the focus or type of article.

Articles were determined to be out of scope when they only mentioned deceptive publishing in passing or less than a quarter of the article was on deceptive publishing. That is to say articles were excluded when the focus was on: 
open access (OA) publishing broadly
attitudes toward OA
OA adoption in various disciplines
bibliometrics 
publishing ethics (including plagiarism)  
open peer review/post publication peer review
Also excluded were:
conference reports 
tables contents and introductions to issues
new journal announcements
news items
language other than English or French
full text unavailable 
editorial position statements 
commentaries/responses/errata/replies (that did not discuss “post-publication”)

After deduplication and exclusion 516[footnoteRef:2] articles were determined to be in scope. [2:  Research results of this project presented by the author at conferences in October and November 2019 mistakenly reported 514 results. (http://hdl.handle.net/10393/39889)] 


[bookmark: _12c645cujchg]Categorization and Coding 
The 516 in-scope results were exported to a CSV file for analysis and coding. 

In the professional discourse in scholarly publishing, discussions on the topic of deceptive publishing generally cover the following themes: identifying and quantifying the problem of predatory publishers; the responsibilities of authors and institutions in ensuring enough researchers (particularly early career researchers and researchers “newer” to publishing) are guided/educated on the perils of predatory publishing; the Library’s role as advisor or leader in educating researchers on how to avoid being “trapped”; Beall’s List and associated controversy; blacklists and whitelists and the limitations of these; and Western norms of publishing, the exclusion of the global south and the rise of predatory publishers to fill the gap. 

Based on these themes and on emerging ones from the analysis of the search results, six categories were elaborated to classify the results: 

Quantifying - any attempt to count, assess the size of, assign economic scale in any or all disciplines, describe characteristics of, determine scope.

Educating - responsibilities of authors, institutions, disciplines, scholarly societies etc. to train on either proper publishing practice or avoiding malpractice, includes critical thinking eg. Think, Check, Submit. More focussed on a group responsibility to act.

Informing - alerting, notifying, identifying, alarming researchers in any discipline, including stings and opinions. Particularly focussed on the individual in knowing in order to avoid.

Listing - blacklists, whitelists, Beall’s list and associated controversy, use of, critique and criticism of, suggestions for lists developed by others, Cabell’s list, etc.

Contextualizing - critiques, placing in a larger context of a broken academic publishing system, neoliberalism and the institution creating conditions for, discussions of Global North/Global South, racial dimensions, etc.

Post-Publication - dealing with, what to do after, any discussion of career reward or consequence whether positive or negative, effects after the fact, etc.

The search results were categorized on the primary focus of the article which was often difficult to ascertain as many categories could overlap in any one article. Generally, the determination was made on the focus and tone of about 50% of the article. While highly subjective, the categorization was done in order to get a general sense of the literature, not to have a specific codified analysis, therefore any potential ambiguity in primary categorization is an acceptable consequence given the number of articles and the purpose of the analysis.

The CSV file with the coded results is available online: https://doi.org/10.5683/SP2/NORSZD

[bookmark: _g4aoby1srqal]Results of categorization
The analysis demonstrated that the vast majority of the in-scope articles, that is 92%, discussed the issue from a “pre-publication” standpoint (Quantifying, Educating, Informing, Listing, and Contextualizing) versus a “post-publication” standpoint at 8%. Most articles were categorized as  Informing at 48%, followed by Quantifying at 17%, Contextualizing and Educating at 11% and listing at 5%. An overview of some of the themes in the post-publication category can be found in the text of a talk delivered at the 2019 PKP International Scholarly Publishing Conference https://conference.pkp.sfu.ca/index.php/pkp2019/pkp2019/paper/view/737. 





Complete Results Breakdown per Category by Number and Percentage
[bookmark: _GoBack]
	Category	
	Number of articles[footnoteRef:3] [3:  The number of articles in each category dates from March 2020. Results previously reported were missing two articles from the Quantifying category. Additionally, 1 article from the Contextualizing category was mistakenly reported as being in the Listing category. ] 

	Percentage

	Quantifying	
	88
	17%

	Educating	
	55
	11%

	Informing	
	248
	48%

	Listing	
	27
	5%

	Contextualizing
	58
	11%

	Post-publication
	40
	8%

	Total
	516
	100%








Post-publication	Pre-publication	40.0	475.0	
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