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Abstract
Credit and responsibility for scientific authorship are issues discussed in Brazilian and international
literature. In 1978, the International Committee of Medical Journal Editors was created, which
established general rules for determining authorship in scientific publications. By discussing ethical
aspects of scientific production, this article seeks to present these guidelines, as well as the percentage
of national psychology journals that adopt them. From the Coordination for the Improvement of Higher
Education Personnel system, Brazilian psychology publications with Qualis A1, A2, B1 and B2 scores
were evaluated. The editorial policies of 292 journals were found to be in line with the committee’s
authorship criteria, suggesting that national psychology publications show quality and credibility for
complying with rules of responsibility for authorship.
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Resumo
Ética e autoria nas revistas brasileiras de psicologia
O crédito e a responsabilidade pela autoria científica são assuntos discutidos na literatura nacional e
internacional. Em 1978 foi criado o International Committee of Medical Journal Editors, que estabeleceu
regras gerais para determinar a autoria em publicações científicas. Ao discutir aspectos éticos da
produção científica, este artigo busca apresentar essas diretrizes, bem como o percentual de revistas
nacionais de psicologia que as adotam. A partir do sistema da Coordenação de Aperfeiçoamento de
Pessoal de Nível Superior, foram avaliadas publicações nacionais de psicologia com Qualis A1, A2, B1 e
B2. Identificou-se que as políticas editoriais das 292 revistas encontradas, estão em consonância com os
critérios de autoria do comitê, sugerindo que publicações nacionais de psicologia evidenciam qualidade
e credibilidade por cumprirem regras de responsabilidade pela autoria.
Palavras-chave: Ética. Autoria. Psicologia.
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Resumen
Ética y autoría en las revistas brasileñas de psicología
El crédito y la responsabilidad de la autoría científica son cuestiones discutidas en la literatura nacional
e internacional. En 1978, se creó el International Committee of Medical Journal Editors, que estableció
reglas generales para determinar la autoría en publicaciones científicas. Al discutir aspectos éticos de
la producción científica, este artículo trata de presentar esas directrices, así como el porcentaje de
revistas nacionales en el área de psicología que las adoptan. Con base en el sistema de la Coordinación
de Perfeccionamiento de Personal de Nivel Superior, se evaluaron las publicaciones nacionales de
psicología con Qualis A1, A2, B1 y B2. Se constató que las políticas editoriales de las 292 revistas
encontradas se ajustan a los criterios de autoría del comité, lo que sugiere que las publicaciones
nacionales en el campo de la psicología evidencian calidad y credibilidad por cumplir con las normas
de responsabilidad por la autoría.
Palabras clave: Ética. Autoría. Psicología.
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Publishing has become, for some decades
now, a necessity for the scientific community,
as well as an important academic achievement
for researchers, since the authorship of articles
has academic, social and financial implications.
Scientific production, for example, serves as a
parameter for funding agencies to grant fund
resources to research. In contrast, the publish
or perish culture is a reality of academic
productivism, which tends to over-emphasize
the quantity of publications, sometimes to the
detriment of their quality 1-3.
In Brazil, the Coordination for the Improvement
of Higher Education Personnel (Capes) evaluates
graduate programs and scientific journals by
the Qualis Capes system, analyzing quality and
classifying articles and research. Currently,
this system indicates the need for publications
that reach higher degrees of excellence, such as
strata A and B, whose criteria also differ per area
of knowledge, depending on graduate programs
and technical boards, among other aspects.
Given this context, this article discusses ethical
aspects of authorship credits involved in scientific
production, as well as to verify the proportion
of national psychology journals that use the
established criteria, validated, and internationally
recognized by the scientific community.

Wrongful conduct in scientific
research
Over the last 50 years the number of co-authors
has expanded, especially in medical publications,
a growth that can be explained by a number of
factors, such as the increase in collaborators
linked to the main researcher and the growing
complexity of research in health sciences, which
require interdisciplinary partnerships. Another
factor is gift authorship, where the researcher does
not adequately meet the credits as an author but
is driven by pressure for funding and promotion,
and the belief that including senior authors would
increase the chance of publication 4,5.
Although journal editors strive to ensure
authorship credit criteria are met, misconduct
is frequent in research. An example of such
misconduct is ghost authorship, that is, when
one fails to indicate the name of someone who
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contributed substantially to the research or
manuscript writing and, therefore, would meet the
criteria. Such omission can damage the personal
credibility of the researchers involved, since it
infringes on established ethical precepts 4,6.
Another deviation from the scientific norm is
plagiarism, a crucial problem that can often be
detected before publication by means of software
that identifies and reveals this misconduct.
Plagiarism is defined as the reproduction of
another researcher’s work or previously published
material without proper attribution of credits and
involves falsifying or mixing data, which may be
intentional or incidental. Self-plagiarism, in turn,
is reusing one’s own text, which gives the false
impression that ideas and words are original,
characterizing a violation of intellectual integrity 7,8.
Like plagiarism, fabrication and falsification
are two other scientific misconducts described
by the São Paulo Research Foundation (Fapesp) 9
in its Code of Good Scientific Practices, and,
although having different definitions, they are
quite similar 10. Falsification involves presenting
modified, inaccurate, or incomplete data or
research results that interfere with the study’s
conclusions, while fabrication consists in asserting
that certain information was obtained, when it
really was not.
Scientific research misconduct became evident
in the early 1980s, when John Darsee, a researcher
at Harvard Medical School and Emory University,
broke the trust of his co-authors and readers by
falsifying data from several studies. In May 1981,
Darsee admitted to fraud in one of his papers,
but later investigations found that he had also
submitted falsified data in other publications.
Among these studies, many listed co-authors who
voluntarily accepted credits, but who exempted
themselves from fraud when it came to light 2,11.
Darsee’s case shows that while many authors
are willing to claim credit, few are likely to
share the responsibilities inherent in the role
of author or co-author 11. Policies were thus
developed to support authorship criteria, aiming
to ensure ethical conduct in scientific manuscript
preparation. Created in 1978 and with broad
international recognition, the International
Committee of Medical Journal Editors (ICMJE) 12
established standards for accrediting authors,
guidelines that were adopted by the Committee on
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Publication Ethics (COPE) 13, which prescribes for
scientific editors a code of conduct whose criteria
must be fully met:

Research

1. Substantial contributions to the conception or
design of the work; or the acquisition, analysis,
or interpretation of data for the work;
2. Drafting the work or revising it critically for
important intellectual content;
3. Final approval of the version to be published;
4. Agreement to be accountable for all aspects of
the work in ensuring that questions related to the
accuracy or integrity of any part of the work are
appropriately investigated and resolved 14.
An author, therefore, is one who makes
significant intellectual contributions to the
published study 12, without which aspects such as
funding, data collection, or general supervision
of the research group do not justify authorship.
Heading the workplace where the research will be
carried out and participating in its procedures is,
for example, something to be valued, but without
proper intellectual contribution this is merely a
technical function.
In this regard, several research projects depend
on the collaboration of professionals who can help
in its conduction by performing routine functions,
such as doctors, nurses, laboratory technicians and
secretaries, among others. But if their participation
is limited to performing work routine, there is no
merit that legitimizes authorship. Data collection,
however relevant, extensive and time-consuming
it may be, does not involve a specific intellectual
contribution to the research and, therefore, does
not substantiate authorship or co-authorship,
and should be mentioned, as well as other aids,
in the acknowledgments section 1. In psychology,
the American Psychological Association (APA),
in section 8.12 of its ethical principles and code
of conduct, presents the following guidelines for
determining authorship:
(a) Psychologists take responsibility and credit,
including authorship credit, only for work they
have actually performed or to which they have
substantially contributed.
(b) Principal authorship and other publication
credits accurately reflect the relative scientific
or professional contributions of the individuals
involved, regardless of their relative status. Mere
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possession of an institutional position, such as
department chair, does not justify authorship credit.
Minor contributions to the research or to the writing
for publications are acknowledged appropriately,
such as in footnotes or in an introductory statement.
(c) Except under exceptional circumstances,
a student is listed as principal author on any
multiple-authored article that is substantially
based on the student’s doctoral dissertation.
Faculty advisors discuss publication credit with
students as early as feasible and throughout the
research and publication process as appropriate 15.
In accordance with the ICMJE guidelines, APA 16
prescribes thus that authorship credit should
reflect the intellectual contribution of anyone
involved with the initial research project, data
collection and analysis, manuscript drafting and
final approval. Funding, advising or conducting
contributory research without actually taking part
in the publication does not characterize authorship.
Moreover, the principal author is responsible for the
publication and must ensure data accuracy and that
all meritorious authors have been credited, besides
approving the final version of the manuscript 16.

Method
This study was conducted in 2018 in the
Qualis Periodicals of the Sucupira Platform with
national psychology journals from the A1, A2,
B1 and B2 strata, to verify the employment of
the authorship criteria established by ICMJE.
All psychology journals registered in the Sucupira
Platform and classified in the mentioned strata
had their editorial policies consulted, by means of
the “authors’ guidelines” and “section policies.”
Journals were considered to have adopted the
ICMJE recommendations, even if not explicitly
mentioned, provided that they conformed to
the guidelines of Cope, APA, scientific bodies,
and indexing sources that follow the ICMJE rules.

Results
All 292 journals evaluated met the ICMJE
authorship criteria, with the following division by
stratum: 6 (A1), 42 (A2), 103 (B1) and 141 (B2)
(Figure 1).
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Discussion
Data suggest that the Brazilian national
psychology literature is little susceptible to issues
with authorship credit and responsibility, since
all evaluated journals followed the ICMJE criteria.
Adhering to the committee’s recommendations
makes national journals less vulnerable to ethical
and methodological risk behaviors. As such,
wrongful practices such as gift authorship, ghost
authorship, authorship by contributions other
than intellectual, plagiarism, self-plagiarism,
fabrication and falsification, among other
problems, would be less likely.
Authorship presupposes the ability to assume
social, ethical, and professional responsibilities
emerging from the content of the study.
Transparency in conducting research is currently
one of the main ethical requirements of scientific
journals 17. Editors can avoid inappropriate
authorship by following ICMJE recommendations 12,
requiring that individual contributions of all
research participants be specified in a report 18.
Based on the ICMJE criteria, the Brazilian
National Council for Scientific and Technological
Development (CNPq) created its guidelines in 2011,
recommending that authorship credit be granted
only to those who made a significant contribution
to the research, such as conducting experiments,
participating in experimental planning, analyzing
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results or writing the manuscript. Authors of a
scientific article must, therefore, be responsible
for its veracity and suitability, and all research
must maintain ethical standards when conducted,
whether with animals or human beings 19.
The ICMJE guidelines are adopted by worldrenowned scientific journals, such as: The Lancet,
Journal of the Medical Association, Nature, Journal
of Medical Ethics, The New England Journal
of Medicine, British Journal of Pharmacology,
European Association for Chemical and Molecular
Sciences, Annals of Internal Medicine, among
others 20-26. According to an article published on
the Elsevier website, the world’s largest publisher
of medical and scientific literature, the ICMJE
authorship criteria are the most widely used,
known as Vancouver rules 27. The Austrian Agency
for Research Integrity (OeAWI) 28 also endorses
the ICMJE principles in its guidelines for good
scientific practice.
Given that the ICMJE criteria are globally
accepted and well-defined 29, other national
scientific areas should adopt them in their
editorial policies, to prevent misconduct and
ensure greater transparency of results. Moral
foundations and ethical principles such as
reliability, objectivity, integrity, impartiality and
openness precede scientific research, reason
why researchers have the responsibility and
commitment to publicize accurate and reliable
data related to their study results 30,31.
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Figure 1. Bar graph with percentage distribution and number of journals that do and do not use the
ICMJE authorship criteria in their editorial policies
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Final considerations
Considering the ICMJE recommendations,
we presented the criteria validated by the
international scientific community to attribute
credit and responsibility for scientific authorship,
guidelines that were analyzed in the national
psychology publications with the highest impact
factor, allowing us to verify that all journals in the

Qualis A1, A2, B1, and B2 strata are in line with the
committee’s criteria. Therefore, it is suggested that,
if it is not yet a standard, other national journals
should adopt the ICMJE standards, regardless of the
area of scientific production, given its importance
to prevent possible misconduct. The guiding
principles discussed here comply with the goals
of openness and transparency in publications,
respecting all ethical and methodological aspects
of scientific research.
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