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Resumo

Introducao: O crescimento das publicacdes cientificas online ampliou a disseminacdo do conhecimento, porém
também favoreceu o surgimento de revistas predatorias que desconsideram principios éticos de publicagio.
Material e método: Uma amostra de 270 periddicos foi selecionada aleatoriamente a partir de 2.523
identificados no portal Qualis, distribuidos entre Odontologia (15,9%), Ciéncias da Saude (53,7%) e areas
multidisciplinares (30,4%). Resultado: Os achados revelaram uma queda nos padrdes éticos de submissdo a
medida que o fator de impacto e a classificagdo Qualis diminuiam. Conclusao: Periédicos de maior impacto
enfatizavam metodologias robustas, adesao ética e resultados confiaveis, enquanto periddicos de menor impacto
apresentavam politicas menos rigorosas. Essas tendéncias também se aplicaram a periédicos multidisciplinares.

Descritores: Etica na publicagio cientifica; periédicos; diretrizes.

Abstract

Introduction: The growth of online scientific publications has expanded the dissemination of knowledge but has
also fostered the emergence of predatory journals that disregard ethical principles of publishing. Objective: This
study examined ethical requirements in health science journals using “Submission Guidelines” from journal
websites. Material and method: A sample of 270 journals was randomly selected from 2,523 identified via the
Qualis portal, distributed across Dentistry (15.9%), Health Sciences (53.7%), and multidisciplinary areas
(30.4%). Result: Findings revealed a decline in ethical submission standards with decreasing impact factor and
Qualis classification. Conclusion: Higher-impact journals emphasized robust methodologies, ethical adherence,
and reliable results, contrasting with lower-impact journals, which showed less stringent policies. These trends
also applied to multidisciplinary journals.

Descriptors: Ethics in scientific publication; journals; guidelines.

INTRODUCTION

With the advancement of the Internet, academic publications have undergone significant
changes in recent years. There has been an increase in the number of publications as well as an
expansion in publication formats, enabling many scientific journals to transition to online
formats2, For example, MEDLINE, a well known database of health-related articles, indexes more
than 5,600 journals3. However, the increased demand for publications has also brought higher
costs and access challenges associated with traditional academic publishing. In response,
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Ethical guidelines in scientific...

the “open access” movement emerged, aiming to ensure free public access to scientific research
results, thereby promoting broader knowledge dissemination?.

The assurance for the scientific community—and society at large—in both researchers and
journals to uphold ethical standards in the pursuit of scientific truth is essential. This trust
extends to authors' confidence in the peer-review process, the scientific community's confidence
in published results, and journals confidence in the data submitted by authors for publication*.
Journals implement politics to maintain publication ethics, requiring authors to follow guidelines
designed to prevent ethical violations, including research misconduct, plagiarism, failure to
disclose conflicts of interest, and other unethical practices?.

The transition from print to digital media, combined with the open access movement, shifted the
financial burden from readers to authors. This shift led to the emergence of numerous new journals
more focused on charging publication fees than on the quality of their content’. Among the
strategies used to attract authors, so-called “predatory journals” tend to cover a wide range of topics
and frequently provide false information about their impact factor or indexing in databases®. The
result of such predatory practices is a proliferation of publications lacking proper scientific criteria,
including the absence of peer review, ethical committee approval, and reliable data®7.

Ethical guidelines provided by journals should address these issues by offering clear rules for
researchers interested in publishing8. There are resources available to help avoid predatory journals
and those that fail to follow ethical standards, such as those recommended by the International
Committee of Medical Journal Editors (ICMJE) and the Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE),
among other global organizations. These bodies require authors to commit to specific publication
standards®10. However, despite the existence of such organizations and committees, journals often
lack clear ethical recommendations or requirements for the studies they accept for publication.

Thus, it is timely to examine the conduct of scientific journals and the current state of ethical
requirements in Brazilian and international journals in the health field. This study aims to assess
the current situation of Brazilian and international scientific journals regarding these aspects,
using a convenience sample of health-related scientific journals.

MATERIAL AND METHOD

Study Design

This study was observational and cross-sectional in nature, with data collection based on the
“Submission Guidelines and/or Instructions for Authors” available on the official websites of
scientific journals. Since it used publicly and unrestrictedly accessible data sources, the research
did not require submission to an ethics committee, in accordance with guidance from the
Brazilian National Commission for Research Ethics (CONEP).

Selection and Eligibility Criteria of the Sample

Initially, scientific journals related to the field of Dentistry were identified on the QUALIS portal,
a Brazilian system maintained by the Coordination for the Improvement of Higher Education
Personnel (CAPES). QUALIS was originally designed to classify the scientific output of graduate
programs in terms of articles published in scientific journalll. In the 2017-2020 classification, the
most recent to date, scientific journals were categorized into nine strata: A1, A2, A3, A4, B1, B2, B3,
B4, and C. The complete list of journals classified in the field of Dentistry was obtained on July 24,
2023, comprising a total of 2,523 journals. From this list, 30 journals from each stratum were
randomly selected using Microsoft Excel software to form the convenience sample for this study,
resulting in a final sample of 270 journals (10.7% of the total).
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Data Collection and Analysis

Two independent researchers accessed the official websites of the scientific journals and collected
the data of interest. All data were cross-checked by two reviewers. In cases of disagreement, a third
independent researcher was consulted for review and decision-making. The data were organized into
pre-constructed tables in Microsoft Excel and analyzed using descriptive and inferential statistics via
the GraphPad Prism 9.0 software (GraphPad Software Inc., La Jolla, CA, USA). To compare proportions,
Fisher's Exact Test and Monte Carlo Simulation were applied, with a significance level set at 5%.
Grouping variables included Qualis strata (categorized as A1/A2, A3/A4, B1/B2, B3/B4, and (),
Journal Impact Factor (IF) (0, 0.1-2, 2.1-4, <4), and journal specialty (dentistry-focused journals,
general health-focused journals, or multidisciplinary journals).

Sample Evaluation Criteria

The variables collected and the evaluation criteria among researchers were defined following
a pilot test with four journals from each stratum and are detailed in Table 1.

Table 1. Variables and analysis criteria adopted for interpreting different ethical requirements and
recommendations in submission guidelines of scientific journals, 2023.

Variable Analysis criteria

Grouping Variables

a) Qualis The 2017-2020 CAPES Classification!1.
b) Impact Factor The Incites Journal Citation Reports (JCR) by Clarivate Analytics'2 was used.
c) Journal Specialty The journals were grouped into three categories based on their scope: Dentistry Specialty

Journals - Journals publishing articles exclusively related to Dentistry; Health Journals -
Journals publishing articles from medical and related fields, including Dentistry;

Multidisciplinary Journals - Journals publishing articles from various fields of knowledge.

Outcome Variables Analysis criteria
I. Approval from ethical committee This item was considered fulfilled if the guidelines required approval from Research Ethics Committees
designed to protect humans for studies involving humans, directly or indirectly, including the presentation of the approval protocol

number or justification for exemption.

II. Study must be conducted in accordance This item was considered fulfilled if the journal guidelines mentioned that reports of studies

with the Helsinki Declaration involving humans must be conducted ethically, based on the 1964 Declaration of Helsinki!3 and
its subsequent amendments or comparable ethical standards.

IIL Ethical approval for animal studies This item was considered fulfilled if the guidelines required approval from Research Ethics
Committees for studies involving animals, including the presentation of the approval protocol
number or justification for exemption.

IV. Declaration of potential conflicts of interest This item was considered fulfilled if the guidelines recommended the need to declare potential
conflicts of interest by authors that could have a direct or potential influence on the work.

V. Funding source declaration This item was considered fulfilled if the guidelines recommended including information about
sources of funding and any financial interests involved.

VI. Registries for conducting clinical trials This item was considered fulfilled if the guidelines required clinical trials to be registered on
publicly accessible platforms such as clinical registers14, clinical trials!5, the UK’s clinical study
registry!6 or similar platforms.

VII. Standards of reporting for conducting This item was considered fulfilled if the guidelines recommended that authors follow the

original research (Exemple: EQUATOR, minimum reporting guidelines hosted by the EQUATOR Network!? when preparing their
STROBE, STARD, ARRIVE) manuscripts. If at least one of these guidelines was cited, this requirement was considered
fulfilled.

VIIL Standards of reporting for conducting This item was considered fulfilled if the guidelines recommended that authors follow specific
review studies guidelines for preparing literature review studies, provided the journal accepted this type of
(Exemple: PRISMA, COCHRANE) study. For journals that do not publish literature reviews, this item was automatically

considered “fulfilled.”

Rev Odontol UNESP. 2025;54:€20250011. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1590/1807-2577.20250011 3/12



Ethical guidelines in scientific...

Table 1. Continued...

Variable Analysis criteria

IX. Use of peer review (blind) This item was considered fulfilled if the submission guidelines clearly stated that the peer-review system
was blinded (single-blind or double-blind review system).

X. Plagiarism guidelines This item was considered fulfilled if the submission guidelines included recommendations
regarding plagiarism practices and/or writing misconduct.

XI. Use of originality or duplicate checking This item was considered fulfilled if the submission guidelines clearly stated that the journal

software uses or may use plagiarism detection software

XII. Remenadtions to authorship This item was considered fulfilled if the submission guidelines included recommendations
regarding principles of authorship and good authorship practices. Guidelines for changes in
authorship, recommendations for addressing authorship disputes or issues, or procedures for
deceased or incapacitated authors were not included in the evaluation of this variable

XIII Detailed contribution recommendations This item was considered fulfilled if the submission guidelines required authors to

following criteria established by the declare the specific contributions of each author (regardless of whether this information

International Committee of Journal Editors ~ would later be published in the final version of the work).

XIV. Recommendations about use of This item was considered fulfilled if the submission guidelines included recommendations on
generative Al in scientific writing the use of artificial intelligence (AI) and Al-assisted technologies in the writing process.

XV. Copyright transfer agreement for The journals were classified into three groups: Hybrid journals - Journals requiring readers
Open Access research to subscribe for content access, with no mandatory article processing charges, although

authors may opt for open-access publication by paying fees; Paid journals - Journals where
authors are required to pay article processing charges; Free journals - Journals that do not
charge authors for article processing, regardless of whether they publish content in an open-
access format or not.
XVI. Journal on Beall's list of predatory For the evaluation of this item, journal names were cross-referenced with Beall's List. A January
open-access publishers 2017 version of the list was used, as the blog maintained by the original researcher was
discontinued, and updates on potential predatory journals ceased. The latest version of the list

is currently preserved by an anonymous individual website18.

RESULT

Out of 270 journals selected from the Qualis Brazil Platform, 43 (15.9%) were focused on
Dentistry, 145 (53.7%) were related to Health Sciences, and 82 (30.4%) had multidisciplinary
characteristics. Regarding impact factor, it was found that 44 (16.3%) had an impact factor = 4,
52 (19.3%) had an impact factor between 2.1 and 4, 93 (34.4%) ranged between 0.1 and 2, and
81 (30%) had no impact factor.

Table 2 provides the stratification of information regarding the Qualis Brazil Classification and
the variables analyzed. Concerning the requirement for approval by Human Ethics Committees,
no statistically significant differences were observed in relation to the Qualis Brazil Classification
(P = 0.148). However, when analyzing the percentage distribution of the sample, journals
classified as Qualis C exhibited a high percentage (46.7%) of missing information about the need
for prior registration with Human Research Ethics Committees. Submission guidelines analysis
revealed differences among the strata, with the variables Conflict of Interest and Funding Source
Declaration being statistically significant (P < 0.001).

Regarding recommendations for registering clinical trials on public platforms, it was found that,
considering the Qualis Classification, most journals analyzed do not include information in their
author guidelines. Additionally, guidelines related to reporting standards for conducting original
research (EQUATOR, STROBE, STARD, ARRIVE, etc.), review studies (PRISMA, COCHRANE), and
detailed contributions according to the criteria of the International Committee of Medical Journal
Editors showed significant differences among the strata (P < 0.001).

Moreover, when analyzing recommendations on the use of artificial intelligence for writing
scientific articles, it was noted that as the Qualis Brazil Classification decreases, the number of journals
without this information increases, alongside a rise in journals listed in Beall's list (P < 0.001).
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Table 2 presents the analysis results of variables according to Impact Factor. The analysis
indicates notable diversity in the approaches adopted, particularly with Impact Factor. When
examining the ethical approval requirements in committees, sample distribution consistency was
observed, with no significant differences (P = 0.339).

Analysis of the variable “Ethical Approval for Animal Studies” revealed a significant difference
in relation to Impact Factor (P = 0.015). Higher-impact journals (2.1-4 and >4) are more likely to
recommend prior registration for conducting animal research in their author guidelines than
lower-impact journals (0 and 0.1-2). Furthermore, the variable “Funding Source Declaration”
showed a significant association (P < 0.001) as the Impact Factor increased. Journals with Impact
Factors between 2.1 and 4 and >4 exhibited higher rates of information in their submission
guidelines for this variable, being 84.6% and 93.2%, respectively.

When evaluating information related to clinical trial registrations in journals, the results
highlight that the global average (59.3%) of journals did not provide this information in their
author guidelines. Additionally, guidelines related to reporting standards for original research
(EQUATOR, STROBE, STARD, ARRIVE) and review studies (PRISMA, COCHRANE) showed
significant differences with Impact Factor (P = 0.007 and P = 0.002, respectively). Overall, most
evaluated journals do not include these guidelines, with 72.5% and 68.9% missing, respectively.

Anti-plagiarism guidelines and the use of plagiarism-checking software did not show
significant variations across Impact Factor categories, indicating a uniform practice throughout
the sample. Both Contribution Details and Al usage recommendations showed significant
differences in relation to Impact Factor (P < 0.001).

Table 2 highlights key findings from the analysis of variables concerning journal scope.
Regarding ethical approval, the data show lower trends for multidisciplinary journals at 54.9%,
compared to Dentistry journals at 79.1%, and Health Sciences at 82.1% (P < 0.001). These trends
were also reflected in ethical approval requirements for animal studies, being 48.8% for
multidisciplinary journals, 71% for Health Sciences, and 62.8% for Dentistry (P = 0.004). No
significant differences were observed in funding source declaration rates among specialties
(P =0.615). Furthermore, multidisciplinary journals exhibited lower percentages of information
regarding clinical trial registrations (26.8%, P = 0.008), reporting standards for original research
(EQUATOR, STROBE, STARD, ARRIVE) (13.4%, P = 0.009), and review studies (PRISMA,
COCHRANE) (17.1%, P=0.001). No significant differences were identified in the use of blind peer
review across specialties (P = 0.175), with adoption rates consistently high, ranging from 92.7%
to 95.9%. Anti-plagiarism guidelines did not show significant variations across specialties
(P = 0.655), ranging from 51.2% to 55.9%.

Table 2. Relative frequencies (%) of the variables analyzed (I to VII) according to the journal's Qualis,
categorized Impact Factor and specialty, 2023

Journal's Impact

Qualis classification The journal's specialty
Factor
Variable P P Total P
Multi
Al- A3- B1- B3- value value pental Health . value
P A4 B2 B4 C 0 012 214 <4 Specialty Sci liscip
ciences
linary
L. Approval from Yes 767 783 750 733 533 0148 728 688 827 727 0339 79.1 82.1 549 733 <
ethical designed to % % % % % % % % % % % % % 0.001
protect humans No 233 217 250 267 467 272 312 173 273 209 179 451 267
% % % % % % % % % % % % %
II. Study must be Yes 60.0 617 56.7 36.7 10.0 < 309 452 731 614 < 53.5 524 402 489 0174
conducted in % % % % % 0001 % % % % 0.001 % % % %
accordance with the No 400 383 433 633 90.0 69.1 548 269 386 46.5 47.6 598 511
Helsinki Declaration % % % % % % % % % % % % %
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Table 2. Continued. ..

Journal's Impact

ualis classification The journal's speciall
Q Factor ! E v
Variabl P P Total P
ariable i To
Al-  A3- Bl- B3- value value pental Health "0 value
C 0 012 214 <4 ) ) discip
A2 A4 B2 B4 Specialty Sciences _
linary

111 Ethical approval Yes 667 750 650 61.7 300 0.001 543 581 788 05 0.015 6238 71.0 488 630 0.004

for animal studies % % % % % % % % % % % % %
No 333 250 350 383 700 457 419 212 295 372 290 512 370
% % % % % % % % % % % % %
IV. Declaration of Yes 933 917 767 700 767 0.001 642 860 904 977 < 837 841 780 822 0513
potential conflicts of % % % % % % % % % 0.001 % % % %
interest No 6.7 83 233 30.0 233 358 140 96 23 16.3 159 220 178
% % % % % % % % % % % % %
V. Funding source Yes 950 850 733 550 733 < 593 796 846 932 < 721 786  7075. 767 0615
declaration % % % % % 0001 % % % % 0.001 % % 6% %
No 50 150 267 450 267 40.7 204 154 638 279 214 244 233
% % % % % % % % % % % % %
VI. Registries for Yes 400 600 483 267 167 < 247 430 596 432 < 442 476 268 407 0.008
conducting clinical % % % % % 0001 % % % % 0.001 % % % %
trials No 600 400 517 733 833 753 57.0 404 568 55.8 524 732 593
% % % % % % % % % % % % %
VII Standards of Yes 200 400 300 183 67 0.003 123 323 327 227 0.007 233 317 134 248 0.009
reporting for % % % % % % % % % % % % %
conducting original
research (EQUATOR, No 800 600 700 817 933 87.7 67.7 673 773 76.7 683 866 752
STROBE, STARD, % % % % % % % % % % % % %
ARRIVE)
VIILStandards of Yes 233 517 367 233 100 < 173 387 442 250 0.002 279 400 171 311 0.001
reporting for % % % % % 0001 % % % % % % % %
conducting review
studies (PRISMA, No 767 483 633 767 90.0 827 613 558 750 721 600 829 689
COCHRANE) % % % % % % % % % % % % %
IX. Use of peer Yes 933 967 950 90.0 933 0646 938 935 904 977 0568 884 959 927 937 0.175
review (blind) % % % % % % % % % % % % %
No 6.7 33 50 100 67 62 65 96 23 11.6 4.1 73 63
% % % % % % % % % % % % %
X. Plagiarism Yes 450 667 483 500 600 0116 469 581 558 523 0512 488 559 512 533 0.655
guidelines % % % % % % % % % % % % %
No 550 333 517 500 400 531 419 442 477 51.2 441 488 467
% % % % % % % % % % % % %
XI. Use of originality Yes 417 483 367 383 467 0683 309 484 462 432 0104 326 490 341 419 0.039
or duplicate % % % % % % % % % % % % %
checking software No 583 517 633 61.7 533 69.1 516 538 568 674 510 659 581
% % % % % % % % % % % % %
XII. Remenadtions to Yes 900 750 717 467 200 < 383 656 846 909 < 558% 676% 659 652 0366
authorship % % % % % 0001 % % % % 0.001 % %
No 100 250 283 533 80.0 617 344 154 91 442% 324% 341 348
% % % % % % % % % % %
XIIL Detailed Yes 817 417 400 367 67 < 185 441 654 727 < 372 503 402 452 0.188
contribution % % % % % 0001 % % % % 0.001 % % % %
recommendations *
following criteria
established by the No 183 583 600 633 933 815 559 346 273 62.8 49.7 598 548
International % % % % % % % % % % % % %
Committee of

Journal Editors
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Table 2. Continued...

Journal's Impact

Qualis classification —— The journal's specialty
Variable P P Multi Total P
Al- A3- B1- B3- value value pental Health _ . value
A2 A4 B2 B& © 0 012214 <4 Specialty Sciences 1°0P
linary
XIV. Yes 517 150 33 50 33 < 12 118 250 477 < 23% 159% 268 17.0 0.001
Recommendations % % % % % 0001 % % % % 0.001 % %
about use of
generative Alin No 483 850 96.7 95.0 96.7 988 882 750 523 97.7 84.1 732 830
scientific writing % % % % % % % % % % % % %
XV. Copyright Hibrid 683 467 383 217 433 < 452 596 682 185 < 25.6 421 561 437 0.027
transfer agreement  journals % % % % % 0001 % % % % 0.001" % % % % .
for Open Access Paid 200 317 117 250 6.7 226 250 250 123 279 214 146 204
research journals % % % % % % % % % % % % %
Free 117 217 500 533 50.0 323 154 68 691 46.5 366 293 359
journals % % % % % % % % % % % % %
XVLI. Journal on Yes 0.0 00 17 50 433 < 99 75 00 45 0.088 4.7 48 9.8 63 0327
Beall's list of % % % % % 0001 % % % % % % % %
predatory open- No 1000 1000 983 950 56.7 90.1 925 100.0 95.5 95.3 95.2 90.2 937
access publishers % % % % % % % % % % % % %
XVIIL The journal's Dental 6.7 150 183 150 333 0.021 210 194 115 45 0.026* = = = = =
specialty Specialty % % % % % % % % %
Health 467 617 550 60.0 36.7 494 538 654 477 - - - - -
Sciences % % % % % % % % %
Multidisci 467 233 267 25.0 30.0 29.6 269 231 477 - - - - -
plinary % % % % % % % % %

*Fisher’s Monte Carlo P-Value.

DISCUSSION

This study included a sample of 270 journals, assessing various aspects and ethical
requirements in submission Guidelines and Policies, as well as Instructions to Authors. Three
classification forms of journals were used: Qualis, Impact Factor provided by the Journal Citation
Reports (JCR), and journal scope. All journals had publication information available on their own
websites, accessible to interested authors.

In general, higher-impact journals demonstrated stricter publication policies. Variables
such as studies guided by the Declaration of Helsinki, ethical approval for animal studies,
conflict of interest and funding declarations, clinical trial registrations, research standards
for original articles and reviews, authorship recommendations, detailed contributions of each
author, Al usage guidelines, Open Access publication models, and predatory journals listed in
Beall's list showed statistically significant differences between journals with higher and
lower impact factors.

Regardless of the Qualis classification and impact factor, most journals required Ethics
Committee approval for studies involving humans and animals. Ruy Carneiro et al.1? observed
thatin dental journals, regardless of the impact factor, most journals required approval by Human
Ethics Committees. However, in this study, stricter policies were observed in health journals,
possibly due to the particularities of research in this field, as it may directly affect the health and
well being of participants and animals. Additionally, journals with higher impact factors (>2.1)
are more likely to adopt policies for publishing research guided by the Declaration of Helsinki.
This declaration constitutes a set of ethical guidelines that guide researchers on conducting
studies involving humans, ensuring the integrity of research participants during scientific
investigations13.

Rev Odontol UNESP. 2025;54:€20250011. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1590/1807-2577.20250011 7112



Ethical guidelines in scientific...

Recommendations for disclosing authors’ conflicts of interest are essential for improving
transparency between authors, editors, and readers, as result manipulation can significantly
impact society®. A systematic review with meta-analysis conducted by Malicki et al.2°found that
85% of journals with an impact factor equal to or greater than 3 addressed conflicts of interest
issues, whereas in journals with an impact factor below 1, this percentage was 72%. This
significant difference was also observed in our study, revealing that 64.2% of journals with an
impact factor of zero included recommendations about conflicts of interest in their guidelines,
while in those with an impact factor greater than 2, this percentage exceeded 90%. Another study
analyzed the approach to conflicts of interest in journals with and without impact factors and
found that higher-impact journals were more likely to require clarification on this topic?1.

Funding sources may directly relate to conflicts of interest, and when disclosed, they can
convey transparency, integrity, and trustworthiness to the scientific community regarding
published data22. According to the results of this study, the higher the journal's impact factor, the
greater the requirement for funding declarations, suggesting that higher-impact journals are
associated with higher quality and a greater concern for such requirements. The demand to
disclose funding sources is steadily growing, also driven by the mandatory citation requirements
imposed by government funding agencies?23.

Clinical trial registration is crucial as it ensures researchers adhere to rigorous protocols and
avoid methodological changes after research begins, preventing duplication by making information
publicly available?l, Despite its importance, we observed that most journals do not require this
registration (<50%), consistent with other studies122425, Sims et al.2> observed that only 43.2% of
articles mentioned clinical trial registration. Only journals with an impact factor between 2.1 and
4 showed a higher requirement (59.6%). The study by Ruy Carneiro et al.2? found that dental
journals with an impact factor >1.452 required clinical trial registration more often than those with
an impact factor <1.452. Furthermore, a higher percentage of registration requirements was
observed for health journals (47.6%), while multidisciplinary journals showed only 26.8%. This
disparity may be attributed to the specific nature of health research, coupled with stricter guidelines
in health journals due to the clinical impact these studies may have on diagnosing and treating
diseases. Nevertheless, since multidisciplinary journals also publish health research, failing to
demand this variable can lead to the publication of studies that potentially violate ethical
recommendations, which may still be accessible to the scientific community.

Another point rarely emphasized by journals was adherence to guidelines recommended for
observational studies and systematic reviews, such as STROBE, ARRIVE, PRISMA, and GRADE. In
our study, adherence was below 50% for all journals, whether in health sciences or
multidisciplinary fields, regardless of impact factor. Similar results were observed in another
study that reported low adherence to these guidelines in dental studies, regardless of impact
factor2. Han et al.26 evaluated 126 systematic reviews published in high-impact journals in South
Korea and observed that only 5% adhered to the GRADE guidelines. The lack of adherence may
be attributed to the complexity and length of these guidelines, requiring resources and time, as
well as the predominant clinical focus of journals.

Peer review is essential for assessing manuscript quality and preventing the publication of
unreliable data®. In our study, we observed that most journals (>90%), regardless of Qualis
classification or impact factor, adopted the peer review system. This system aims for maximum
impartiality in manuscript evaluation, ensuring the publication of high-quality articles, and is
generally adopted by top-tier scientific journals2’. Reviewers are responsible for providing
constructive feedback and suggesting improvements to the text, emphasizing the importance of
journals ensuring transparency in research and impartiality in the review process!2.

Plagiarism, in turn, is considered unacceptable in scientific research, as it violates intellectual
property rights and compromises the integrity of knowledge. It is a crucial issue that must be
addressed?2829, Alongside data falsification and fabrication, it is deemed scientific misconduct.
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It involves the appropriation of ideas, processes, results, or words of others without proper
attribution. Criminalization depends on the laws of each country, but such misconduct may also
be regulated by administrative or ethical norms, with sanctions for offenders?28. The results of our
study indicate a concerning scenario: even without significant differences in relation to impact
factor, journals with an impact factor of zero showed less than 50% adherence to anti-plagiarism
guidelines. Additionally, fewer than 50% of journals, regardless of impact factor, use anti-plagiarism
software to detect duplication. Thus, it is crucial for scientific journals to adopt stricter policies to
curb this practice.

Our results indicate that higher-impact journals are more likely to have policies related to
authorship and detailed contributions of authors in the research process. Resnik et al.30 analyzed
the authorship policies of 600 journals from the JCR database. They found that 62.5% of journals
had authorship policies, which were also associated with impact factor. Of the journals with such
policies, 99.7% provided guidance on authorship criteria; however, only 5.3% required authors
to describe their contributions. Another study by Wagner3! analyzed 234 journals and found that
41% did not include instructions on authorship, and only 9% required information about authors'
contributions. Authorship policies and detailed contributions are essential for ethical publishing,
enhancing accuracy, fairness, and transparency in author listings2831,

In 2022, with the launch of Chat GPT, artificial intelligence has been widely discussed due to
its writing capabilities3233. There are reports in the literature that this tool has already been
added as a co-author in some publications32. In this context, in 2023, the World Association of
Medical Editors (WAME) published recommendations on the use of chatbots and Generative
Artificial Intelligence in academic publications34. Some scientific journals have recognized the
need to include guidelines for using these tools in scientific writing, such as Nature and Science.
So far, no studies in the literature evaluate whether journals address issues related to artificial
intelligence in their guidelines. The results of this study revealed that only journals with Qualis
A1-A2 addressed the topicin more than 50% (51.7%). Regarding the impact factor, although none
of the categories exceeded 50%, an association can be observed between the impact factor and
the presence of guidelines on the topic in the journals' instructions.

A widely discussed point is Open Access publication, which generally provides open and free
reading for the reader. In 2012, a hybrid model was introduced to promote the sustainability of
open access, in which publication fees began to be charged to authors. In this way, the text
becomes accessible to the public who are not journal subscribers, making it the predominant
modality?3, as confirmed by our study, reaching 68.9% in Qualis Al journals. Publication in this
model has been suggested to increase citations and disseminate knowledge, and these factors
may guide the choice of journals for publication3s.

Journals that charge processing fees for publishing articles have been heavily criticized
regarding their publication standards3¢. Most predatory journals do not conduct adequate peer
reviews, which raises questions about the validity and credibility of the published literature3’.
A previous study evaluated 613 predatory journals included in Beall's list, a list containing
journals that do not comply with a set of criteria established by the Committee on Publication
Ethics, between the years 2010-2014, and observed that the publication of scientific articles in
these journals grew from 53,000 to almost 420,000 in four years38. According to our study, most
journals with an impact factor provided by JCR were not present on the list of predatory journals
(<10%). Regarding Qualis, we observed a significantly higher quantity in Qualis C journals
(43.3%), possibly due to the less rigorous evaluation policies of these journals. Thus, the presence
of an impact factor provided by JCR and/or a higher Qualis classification can be important,
suggesting a more trustworthy publication in ethical terms.

Journals with high editorial standards and higher impact factors tend to adopt more rigorous
publication policies compared to journals with lower impact factors, prioritizing well developed
work with consolidated methodologies that follow ethical requirements from the beginning of
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research to its conclusion, disseminating reliable and potentially reproducible results. It is
important for authors to pay attention to the specific guidelines of journals, seeking to publish
their studies in high-quality journals. Similarly, the scientific community must be attentive to this
scenario to prioritize citing works published in journals that demand greater compliance with
ethical guidelines.
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