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Dear editor
We read with great interest the article by Alkadi et al, who presented a timely and important study examining predatory 
publishing awareness among dental interns in Riyadh. Their work addresses a notable gap in the dental education 
literature and provides valuable insights into the vulnerability of early career researchers to exploitative publishing 
practices.1 However, a few issues merit further clarification concerning the recognition, whitelisting, terminology used 
for predatory journals, motivations and publication experience.

The identification of predatory journals has become increasingly complex. Traditional markers such as inadequate peer 
review, questionable editorial boards, and misleading citation metrics are no longer sufficient. Many deceptive journals now 
feature professionally designed websites, falsified indexing claims, fabricated archives, and even issue Digital Object 
Identifier (DOI) numbers, commonly referred to as DOI numbers, or plagiarism checks. Misuse of logos from reputable 
bodies such as the Directory of Open Access Journals (DOAJ), and the Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE), further 
complicates detection, making it especially challenging for early career researchers to differentiate legitimate from deceptive 
outlets.2,3 These evolving tactics have significantly blurred the boundary between reliable and unreliable publishing venues. 
The article also highlights the historical importance of Beall’s List, which played an early role in raising awareness about 
illegitimate publishing. However, the list has been criticized for its lack of transparent inclusion criteria, inconsistent 
judgments particularly in cases involving Frontiers, and for inadvertently disadvantaging journals from developing regions 
due to language or structural limitations.3 After its discontinuation in 2017, Cabells Predatory Reports emerged with seventy- 
four evaluation criteria, yet remains behind a paywall. To address these limitations, the Kscien List was developed as a free, 
community driven, and daily updated resource offering transparent criteria as well as conference and cumulative watchlists to 
assist researchers worldwide, particularly those from resource limited settings.2,3 The authors report that 74.8% of respondents 
were unfamiliar with Beall’s List, yet it was the strongest predictor of awareness (OR = 38.99). This reliance is problematic, as 
Beall’s List is discontinued, contested, and insufficient for proper assessment. Even 5% of those familiar with it still lacked 
awareness, showing that list-based methods are inadequate. Structured frameworks like Think Check Submit, endorsed by 
COPE, offer more reliable training than any single list.

The terminology employed to describe these journals requires reconsideration. The word “predatory”, though widely 
used, has been criticized for being accusatory and legally imprecise, as it implies malicious intent. More neutral 
alternatives such as “non recommended journals” have been proposed to emphasize questionable practices rather than 
presumed motives.4,5 Beall originally introduced the term to describe journals that exploit open access without proper 
peer review, yet recent scholarship shows that problematic journals vary substantially in intent, transparency, and quality. 
Distinguishing between fraudulent outlets and merely low-quality journals is essential, as respondent perceptions may 
conflate these categories when identifying “predatory characteristics”.
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Research on author motivations further supports the need for structured educational interventions. Evidence shows 
that perceived journal quality, speed of review, and ease of publication strongly influence decisions to publish in open 
access venues, often more than traditional metrics such as impact factor or ideological reasons such as accessibility. 
Career pressures, prior rejections, and convenience often drive researchers toward journals that promise rapid publication 
without rigorous peer review, increasing susceptibility to predatory outlets.6 This reinforces the importance of training 
early career researchers to critically evaluate journals beyond surface level conveniences.

Finally, research indicates that publication experience alone does not reliably predict ethical awareness or competence in 
scholarly publishing. Instead, mentorship quality, formal instruction in research ethics, and supportive institutional culture play 
more decisive roles. Although increased publication activity may enhance exposure to academic practices, it is the surrounding 
environment that better predicts awareness and the ability to avoid predatory journals.7,8 This underscores the need for 
comprehensive educational strategies that emphasize ethical research conduct, critical journal evaluation skills, and mentorship 
frameworks in addition to publication productivity.

Disclosure
The authors report no conflicts of interest in this communication.

References
1. Alkadi L, Aldghim A, Farook FF, Alfadley A, Jamleh A. Predatory publishing awareness among dental interns in Riyadh, Saudi Arabia: a 

cross-sectional study. Adv Med Educ Pract. 2025;Volume 16:2103–2114. doi:10.2147/AMEP.S548141
2. Kakamad FH, Abdalla BA, Abdullah HO, et al. Lists of predatory journals and publishers: a review for future refinement. Eur Sci Ed. 2024;50: 

e118119.
3. Abdullah HO, Abdalla BA, Kakamad FH, et al. Predatory publishing lists: a review on the ongoing battle against fraudulent actions. Barw Med J. 

2024. doi:10.58742/bmj.v2i2.91
4. Grudniewicz A, Moher D, Cobey KD, et al. Predatory journals: no definition, no defence. Nature. 2019;576(7786):210–212. doi:10.1038/d41586- 

019-03759-y
5. Omer AK. Reframing the approach to predatory journals; embracing a ‘non-recommended journal’ model. Barw Med J. 2025;3(4):1–2. 

doi:10.58742/bmj.vi.197
6. Wakeling S, Creaser C, Pinfield S, et al. Motivations, understandings, and experiences of open-access mega-journal authors: results of a large-scale 

survey. J Assoc Information Sci Technol. 2019;70(7):754–768. doi:10.1002/asi.24154
7. Paruzel-Czachura M, Baran L, Spendel Z. Publish or be ethical? Publishing pressure and scientific misconduct in research. Res Ethics. 2021;17 

(3):375–397. doi:10.1177/1747016120980562
8. Pizzolato D, Dierickx K. The mentor’s role in fostering research integrity standards among new generations of researchers: a review of empirical 

studies. Sci Engineer Ethics. 2023;29(3):19. doi:10.1007/s11948-023-00439-z

Dove Medical Press encourages responsible, free and frank academic debate. The contentTxt of the Advances in Medical Education and Practice ‘letters to the editor’ section does not 
necessarily represent the views of Dove Medical Press, its officers, agents, employees, related entities or the Advances in Medical Education and Practice editors. While all reasonable 
steps have been taken to confirm the contentTxt of each letter, Dove Medical Press accepts no liability in respect of the contentTxt of any letter, nor is it responsible for the contentTxt 
and accuracy of any letter to the editor.  

Advances in Medical Education and Practice                                                                              

Publish your work in this journal 
Advances in Medical Education and Practice is an international, peer-reviewed, open access journal that aims to present and publish research 
on Medical Education covering medical, dental, nursing and allied health care professional education. The journal covers undergraduate 
education, postgraduate training and continuing medical education including emerging trends and innovative models linking education, 
research, and health care services. The manuscript management system is completely online and includes a very quick and fair peer-review 
system. Visit http://www.dovepress.com/testimonials.php to read real quotes from published authors.  

Submit your manuscript here: http://www.dovepress.com/advances-in-medical-education-and-practice-journal

Advances in Medical Education and Practice 2025:16 2272

https://doi.org/10.2147/AMEP.S582293

Abdalla et al                                                                                                                                                                         

Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)

https://doi.org/10.2147/AMEP.S548141
https://doi.org/10.58742/bmj.v2i2.91
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-019-03759-y
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-019-03759-y
https://doi.org/10.58742/bmj.vi.197
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.24154
https://doi.org/10.1177/1747016120980562
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11948-023-00439-z
https://www.dovepress.com
http://www.dovepress.com/testimonials.php
https://www.facebook.com/DoveMedicalPress/
https://twitter.com/dovepress
https://www.linkedin.com/company/dove-medical-press
https://www.youtube.com/user/dovepress

	Dear editor
	Disclosure

