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▪ “We use the term ‘grey zone’ to refer to the range of outlets and outputs, the peer 
review status of which is ambiguous” (Pölönen, Engels & Guns, 2019)

Ambiguity in identification of peer-reviewed journals and 
book publishers
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▪ Questionable or predatory publishing takes advantage of the APC-based OA 
publishing model at the expense of scientific quality

▪ Whitelists are supposed to list properly peer-reviewed journals with expert editorial 
boards, while blacklists aim to indicate journals failing the standards of academic rigor

Whitelists and blacklists of scholarly publishing channels
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▪ In the end of 2020, the Chinese Academy of 
Sciences published Early Warning List of 
International Journals including 65 journals.

▪ Each journal is placed to one of three warning 
levels (low, medium or high) to highlight journals 
with risk characteristics and potential quality issues.
– Critieria include number of articles in the journal, 

degree of internationalization of authors, rejection 
rate, paper processing fee (APC), journal 
transcendence index, self-citation rate, retraction 
information, etc.

Intermediate solution: China’s Early Warning List of 
International Journals (Trial)
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▪ Whitelists include most of 
the 65 journals highlighted 
with potential quality risk
– In Finland 1 journal, and in 

Denmark 4 journals, are on level 2 
(leading)

– In Finland 4 journals are on level 
0, and in Norway 2 journals are 
level 0 and 2 are level X

▪ Practically all 65 journals are 
not included in Cabells’ 
Predatory reports or DOAJ 
list of removed journals

Research assessment and funding systems relying on 
whitelists and blacklists should be concerned
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List Includes Excludes % incl.
Whitelists
DOAJ 40 25 62 %
Web od Science 62 3 95 %
Scopus 57 8 88 %
Denmark (level 1-2) 40 25 62 %
Finland (level 1-2) 59 6 91 %
Norway (level 1) 58 7 89 %
Blacklists
Cabells 1 64 2 %
DOAJ removed 0 65 0 %



Largest commercial APC-based publishers indexed in DOAJ 
fastly increase their publication volumes (especially MDPI)
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▪ Formal and technical criteria are easy to fulfill
– In Denmark and Finland, expert panels 

assessing formal level 1 criteria might 
disapprove questionable journals but there is 
no clear definition and there are also strategic 
considerations (funding/classification)

– In Norway, level 1 is administrative decision, 
however now a level X is introduced to ask 
research community for expert feedback

▪ Possible solution could be a warning lists or 
recommendable journal lists based on 
expert-assessment
– Not connected to funding or assessment 

Whitelists and blaclists are not sufficient to address quality
issues and concerns
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Thank you for your attention!

Questions or comments?
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