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https://openapc.net/


Evolution of publishers funded by the SNSF
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Predatory Publishing
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https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Predatory_publishing

“Predatory publishing … is an 
exploitative academic publishing business 
model that involves charging publication 
fees to authors without checking articles 
for quality and legitimacy, and without 
providing editorial and publishing services 
that legitimate academic journals provide, 
whether open access or not.”

Definitions

Grudniewicz, A. et al. (2019) ‘Predatory journals: no definition, no defence’, Nature, 
576(7786), pp. 210–212. https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-019-03759-y.

“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.”

https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-019-03759-y


• There is a lack of a clear definition of predatory publishing

• Lists of likely legitimate (‘whitelists’) and fraudulent (‘blacklists’) 
journals and publishes are useful in principle, but there is

• considerable overlap

• Some journals operate in a grey zone between fraud and legitimacy
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Who published papers on COVID-19 in 2022?
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3rd

https://www.webofscience.com/



Questionable practices?
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“Aggressive rent extracting”

Crosetto, Paolo (2021) Is MDPI a predatory publisher?
https://paolocrosetto.wordpress.com/2021/04/12/is-mdpi-a-predatory-publisher/

https://paolocrosetto.wordpress.com/2021/04/12/is-mdpi-a-predatory-publisher/


Questionable practices?
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Launch journals and establish 
metrics (Impact Factors, indexing)

Launch a huge number of Special 
Issues benefitting from the original 
journals' reputation

Cover any possible niche topic
Cut all slack and enforce an 

extremely optimized editorial 
process

“Aggressive rent extracting”

Crosetto, Paolo (2021) Is MDPI a predatory publisher?
https://paolocrosetto.wordpress.com/2021/04/12/is-mdpi-a-predatory-publisher/

https://paolocrosetto.wordpress.com/2021/04/12/is-mdpi-a-predatory-publisher/


Shorter time from submission to publication may 
indicate a rushed peer review process
–Random sample of 10 articles 

per publisher on COVID-19 
topics published in 2022

–Days to publication shorter for 
MDPI and Frontiers than for 
BMJ Group and PLOS

–Peer-review reports not read

15
https://www.webofscience.com/



What can the SNSF (and you) do?
– Reduce demand by changing culture

– Support and implement DORA
– SciCV
– Value Open Science efforts (e.g. data, code)

– Monitor quality
– Open peer review
– Assess peer review quality
– Lists of (il)legitimate journals

– Support alternative models of publication
– Decouple peer review from journals
– Support diamond models

– Educate the community about predatory practices
16



10/11/2022
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• Indiquer explicitement les critères utilisés 
pour évaluer la productivité scientifique des 
requérants.  

• Souligner clairement, surtout pour les 
chercheurs débutants, que le contenu 
scientifique d’un article est beaucoup plus 
important que les indicateurs de publication 
ou l’image de marque de la revue dans 
laquelle il a été publié.
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Strinzel M et al. SciCV, the Swiss National Science Foundation’s 
new CV format. bioRxiv 2022. Available from: 
https://www.biorxiv.org/content/10.1101/2022.03.16.484596v1

• Education and training
• Previous and current employment

• Major achievements with selected works

• Net academic age, rather than biologic age

• No metrics

https://www.snf.ch/en/gKcnwW6aEft4bMPF/page/
your-curriculum-vitae-all-about-the-cv-format

https://www.biorxiv.org/content/10.1101/2022.03.16.484596v1
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What can the SNSF (and you) do?
– Reduce demand by changing culture

– Support and implement DORA
– SciCV
– Value Open Science efforts (e.g. data, code)

– Monitor quality
– Open peer review
– Assess peer review quality
– Lists of legitimate journals

– Support alternative models of publication
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– Support diamond models
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– Think.Check.Submit
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Analysis of 10,000 peer review reports submitted to 
Publons

23
Severin A et al. Journal Impact Factor and Peer Review Thoroughness and Helpfulness: A Supervised Machine Learning Study.
arXiv; 2022. Available from: http://arxiv.org/abs/2207.09821

http://arxiv.org/abs/2207.09821


Community peer review
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Severin A et al. Journal Impact Factor and Peer Review Thoroughness and Helpfulness: A Supervised Machine Learning Study.
arXiv; 2022. Available from: http://arxiv.org/abs/2207.09821

http://arxiv.org/abs/2207.09821


cOAlition S

25https://www.snf.ch/fr/sOqgLwEnxtgZsCD8/news/le-fns-rejoint-la-coalition-s-pour-le-libre-acces-
immediat-aux-articles-scientifiques

cOAlition S has proven to impact publishing and foster OA

From 2023 onwards the SNSF will
− Require immediate OA to all articles resulting from SNSF-

funded research
− Require a CC-BY license to ensure broadest possible use

We look forward to jointly transition to sustainable OA, e.g. by
also endorsing the Action Plan for Diamond OA and working
to set up support for alternative forms of publication

SNSF revises OA policy

https://www.snf.ch/fr/sOqgLwEnxtgZsCD8/news/le-fns-rejoint-la-coalition-s-pour-le-libre-acces-immediat-aux-articles-scientifiques


From Great Science to Big Money

26
Stephen Buranyi The Guardian, 27 June 2017.
https://www.theguardian.com/science/2017/jun/27/profitable-business-scientific-publishing-bad-for-science

a “bizarre” “triple-pay” 
system, in which the state 
funds most research, pays 
the salaries of most of those 
checking the quality of 
research, and then buys 
most of the published 
product.

“there is a moral imperative 
to reconsider how scientific 
data are judged and 
disseminated”.

It is as if the New Yorker or 
the Economist demanded 
that journalists write and 
edit each other’s work for 
free, and asked the 
government to foot the bill.

“in a traditional market 
suppliers are paid for the 
goods they provide”

https://www.theguardian.com/profile/stephen-buranyi
https://www.theguardian.com/science/2017/jun/27/profitable-business-scientific-publishing-bad-for-science
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What can the SNSF (and you) do?
– Reduce demand by changing culture

– Support and implement DORA
– SciCV
– Value Open Science efforts (e.g. data, code)

– Monitor quality
– Open peer review
– Assess peer review quality
– Lists of legitimate journals

– Support alternative models of publication
– Decouple peer review from journals
– Support diamond models

– Educate the community about predatory practices
– Think.Check.Submit
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