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Predatory publications persist even in the revised list of 33,112 ‘approved’ journals

R. PRASAD

CHENMNAIL

For the University Grants
Commission, the problem of
dubious journals is proving
to be tough to crack. In June,
it published a revised list of
33,112 ‘approved journals’, in
which academics may
publish papers. But The
Hindu has found that even
the new list contains 84
predatory (sub-standard or
fraudulent) journals, of
which 71 are still active.

The revised list follows a
white list of ‘approved
journals’ published in
January, which had 38,653
titles, In response to
complaints, the UGC
published a revised list in
June, including social
science journals.

The Hindu compared this
revised list with librarian
Jeftrey Beal’s (University of

Jolorado, Denver) list of

Online Newspaper Clipping Service

Tainted list

At least 71 active journals In UGC list could be “predatory”

L

Total journals listed by UGC 46231
Total active journals in cleaned list acc. to UGC 332
Total journals in Jeffrey Beal's predatory journals list | 1,310
Journals in UGC list whose names exactly match 84
with Beal's list

1,310 “potential, possible, or
probable” predatory
journals, and found that
even the revised list
contained 84 predatory
journals, of which 71 are still
active.

Predatory journals most
often do not peer-review
manuscripts and are more
focussed on article fees. As a
result, even sub-standard
manuscripts get published.

Scopus is one of the main
bibliographic databases

Possible active “pradatory journals” in UGC List l
SOURCE: DATA COMPILED BY SRINIVASAN RAMANI FROM UGC.ACIN

from which the UGC has
chosen the journals for its
‘approved’ list. According to
a 2017 Institute for
Democracy and Economic
Analysis study, Scopus also
contains many papers
published in predatory
journals. Based on an
analysis of the papers
published between 2013 and
2015, the study found that
10% or more of the papers
from India and Nigeria were
from predatory journals.,

Between 2004 and 2015, the
Scopus database included
over 3,00,000 papers
published in predatory
journals, “Scopus is
therefore surely not resistant
to penetration by predatory
journals,” it had concluded.

‘Not an easy task’
“|Compiling the list] is not
easy... We are aware of
predatory journals and will
remove them from the list if
we are provided with
details,” said V.S. Chauhan,
head of the UGC committee
that prepared the revised
list.

Indian researchers rush to
publish in predatory
journals as only papers
published in the UGC-
approved journals will be
recognised at the time of
recruitment and
promotions, potentially
undermining the process.
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‘PhD scholars can"
 lose registration

for plagiarism’

UGC’S PROPOSED PENALTIES

Level 1 | withdraw
manuscript
submitted for
publication and
cannot publish any
work for a minimum

Proposed penalties for faculty & researchers

Level 2 | withdraw manuscript
and cannot publish any work for a
minimum period of 2 yrs & will be

denied right to one annual increment

and will not be allowed to be a
supervisor to any student/scholar

period of 1 year for a period of two yrs

Level 3 | Withdraw manuscript & shall not be allowed to
publish any work for a minimum period
right to two successive annual increments & will not be allowed
to be a supervisor to any student/ scholar for a period of 3 yrs

of 3 yrs & will be denied

Manash.Gohain
@E@timesgroup.com

New Delhi: Soon a research
scholar could face cancella-
tion of his or herregistration
if found to have plagiarised
someone else’s work and fac-
ulty, if found guilty of the
same, could bedgbarred from
publishing any work, denied
annual increments and dis-
qualfied from supervising
any student or scholar.

As part of its effort to
have zero tolerance towards
plagiarism, the University
Grants Commission (UGO),
has drafted a new policy to
curb the menace.

It says authorities of
higher education institu-
tion (HEI) can also take suo
motu notice of an act of pla-
giarism and initiate pro-
ceedings. As per the draft
policy, three types of penal-
ties would be imposed on
those found guilty of lifting

someone else’s work. While
in case of “Level 1 and 2" of-
fence, theresearchers would
get a chance to revise their
work, *“Level 3" offence,
which is “60% similarities”
would result in cancellation
of the researcher’s registra-
tion. That's for plagiarism in
non-core areas. However for
plagiarism in core areas
there will be ‘zerotolerance’.

As per the new policy
“The core work carried out
by the student, faculty, stafl
and researcher shall be
based on original ideas and
shall be covered by Zero Tal-
erance Policy on Plagiarism.
In case plagiarism is estab-
lished in the core work
claimed then Plagiarism
Disciplinary Authority of

‘the HEI shall impose maxi-

mum penalty” Core work
shall include abstract, sum-
mary, hypothesis, observa-
tions, results, conclusions
and recommendations.
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