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Journal Quality Control

• Pre-publication: peer review

• Post-publication: correction + retraction

Journal classification by quality

• Legitimate journals > Potential predatory journals (PPJs) > Predatory journals.

• Various characteristics identified are used as criteria for defining PPJs.

• Predatory journals are criticized for/defined by their lack of (rigorous) peer review.

• Journal performance in retraction handling can be utilized as an additional 

criterion for identifying PPJs. 

Beall’s List
of Potential Predatory Journals (PPJs) and Publishers (PPPs)

https://beallslist.net/

• Curated by Jeffrey Beall, a former librarian at the University of Colorado Denver.

• Criticized for the unreliability and subjectivity of its inclusion criteria.

• Suspended  in January 2017.

• Revived and updated by an anonymous researcher.

• Data coverage: 1,511 stand-alone PPJs + 1,327 PPPs.

Research objectives

• To identify retractions by the standalone PPJs on the updated Beall’s List.

• To develop a framework for assessing journal performance in retraction handling.

• To assess the PPJs’ performance in retraction handling.

• To compare retraction-handling performance between PPJs and legitimate ones (?)

https://beallslist.net/


❖ Framework for assessing journal performance in 
retraction handling (COPE Council, 2019; NISO, 2023; Oransky, 2015; 

Xu & Hu, 2021, 2023, 2024).

• 34 unique indicators
• 6 primary + 16 secondary + 16 tertiary indictors

❖ Key findings

• PPJ retractions

• 645 retractions by 45 PPJs as archived by the RWDB.
• Rate of retracting PPJs: 3.0% (45 x 100/1,511).

• Silent retraction rate

• 145 publications retracted with a retraction notice;
• Silent retraction rate: 77.% ((645-145)x100/645).

• Overall poor PPJ performance in retraction handling

• 90-100%: 7 in green
• 80-90%: 4 in blue
• 60-70%: 1 in orange
• 50-60%: 5 indicators in brown
• < 50%: 17

• Changes over time

• 645 retractions documented by RWDB as of 2022;
• 420 retractions located in January 2024 ;
• 414 retractions located in May 2025;
• Performance decline in the first 8 indicators.



• International Journal of Nanomedicine (n = 50) and 

Oncotarget (n = 25), accounting for 52% of the 145 retraction 

notices available for analysis.

• The 2 PPJs included in SCIE remarkably outperformed other

PPJs in retraction handling.

• Journal of Fundamental and Applied Sciences (n = 420 

silent retractions) and International Journal of 

Electrochemical Science (n = 24)

• The reliability of Beall’s List of standalone PPJs is questioned 

in terms of some PPJs’ outstanding performance in retraction 

handling.

• Journal performance in retraction handling should be 

considered as an additional journal selection criterion of Web 

of Science Core Collection.

• Journal quality can be dynamic, and legitimate journals, even 

prestigious ones, may not outperform some so-called PPJs in 

retraction handling.
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