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Introduction


These standards of authorship were originally developed in 1979 as many investigators at FPG were beginning to engage in large-scale, collaborative research projects. Existing standards such as those of the American Psychological Association (APA) did not provide clear guidance for a variety of situations that had arisen in which the merit of individual contributions was not clear.  To prevent future conflicts among investigators and to provide a means to resolve them, should conflicts arise, a committee developed a set of standards for FPG, addressing issues of authorship credit arising out of long-term programmatic research efforts. 


In response to a discussion at an investigators’ meeting in 2004, these standards were reviewed by the FPG Management Team and found to be of continuing relevance.  The standards were updated, discussed at a meeting of FPG investigators in November, 2004, and confirmed as guiding principles for determining and assigning authorship.  Although the types of written work produced from a project have expanded significantly in the 25 years since the original authorship standards were written (now much more likely to include internet products, agency reports, brochures, newsletters, self-published policy papers and other reports), these authorship guidelines are intended to apply to all written work involving multiple collaborators.

Other sources of authorship guidance exist, including the APA Ethics Code (2002) and UNC’s “Responsible Conduct of Research” (August 25, 2003) (see Appendix for both). Briefly, the APA Ethics Code indicates that authorship is awarded only for work to which one has substantially contributed, that the order of authorship should reflect the relative scientific or professional contributions of the individuals involved, and that any work published based on a doctoral dissertation should be first-authored by the student.  UNC’s “Responsible Conduct of Research” (2003) includes the principle of ordering the authorship by level of “significant contribution” to the work; agreeing to co-author a paper only if one has, at the least, read it and agrees with the content; identifying the specific contributions of each coauthor; not submitting the same content to different outlets; and publishing in peer-reviewed journals.  Authors should read these documents, but as the FPG committee found in 1979, these existing APA and UNC-CH standards of authorship are not specific enough to provide guidance for a number of situations that might arise in multidisciplinary, multi-investigator projects at FPG.  Thus, a committee was formed in 2004 to revise the 25-year-old FPG Authorship Guidelines. [The Office of Technology Development at UNC-CH offers help to authors desiring to copyright their work, but does not address apportioning authorship. See http://research.unc.edu/otd/policies/memcpyg.html]

Organization of the Text

The text of the Standards reflects the procedures followed by the committee in its deliberations. In some instances the issues involved in a given problem (e.g. the merit assigned to specific contributions) are self-evident. In other cases, a brief statement introduces and defines the issue (e.g. what constitutes “ownership” of data?). For each issue, the committee formulated a general principle which summarized the stance taken on the issue, and then established the framework for the guidelines or recommendations which followed.

Assumptions Underlying the Standards

In evaluating the standards, the reader should note several key assumptions that were followed in their development. First, the goal was not to replace existing professional standards, but to elaborate upon them so that FPG’s standards would better deal with situations that involve multiple investigators who are engaged in programmatic research over an extended period of time. The original committee attempted to foresee and eliminate conflicts between the statements herein and those established by an investigator’s profession. However, if such conflicts exist, one should follow the standards that govern research as a whole.


Secondly, the suggested guidelines apply only to situations in which there is an implied, or explicitly stated, collaborative relationship among potential co-authors. The term collaborative, in this context, refers to cooperative activities in pursuit of a common goal for research and/or scholarship. Therefore, the standards apply to situations in which the sharing of information, resources, and an individual’s knowledge and skill is encouraged and expected by the nature of the activity and structure of the organization. Furthermore, those involved will generally expect that such collaboration should be recognized in the form of multiple authorship.


Third, these guidelines apply to all written products where authorship order needs to be determined, including journal articles, book chapters, reports to funding agencies, and reports or papers that are only found on the FPG web page. The authorship standards also apply to conference presentations, although conferences have typically been presentation venues where younger investigators who may have a less central role in the overall project can be supported by senior scientists in a presentation on an aspect of the work where the younger investigator can be the lead author. Senior scientists are encouraged to continue in this generous mentoring practice.


Finally, the guidelines described herein were developed to assist professionals in making ethical decisions regarding their practices and not for the purpose of governing their practices. Ultimately, the responsibility for ethical conduct and the monitoring of one’s behavior toward his/her colleagues rests with the individual.

Criteria for Determining Authorship Credit

General Principle

Individuals should take or be given credit for authorship only when they have made a significant contribution to a particular manuscript which reflects professional effort and/or scholarly expression. Professional effort refers to the conceptualization and/or conduct of the research, or the interpretation of research; while scholarly expression is manifested in the writing of reports or manuscripts based on such contributions. Similar considerations with respect to professional effort and scholarly expression should be acknowledged in the production of non-data-based manuscripts, instruments, and other products of research and development. The term “significant” implies generally that the individual’s work and writing makes a substantial contribution to the final publication or product and will be defined further in the specific examples listed in this document.

Nature and Merit of Contribution

In awarding authorship credit, the merit associated with different types of contributions to a given manuscript should reflect the degree of scholarship and professional effort required to complete the task and/or to produce the final written product. Some contributions are both necessary and sufficient to merit authorship. Others which are necessary do not carry sufficient merit by themselves, but should be considered in awarding authorship when they are combined with contributions of a similar nature. Finally, some contributions may deserve recognition, but do not meet the criteria for distinctive professional or scholarly effort.

A. Contributions of Sufficient Merit. Individuals should be recognized via authorship credit when they contribute in any of the following ways:

1. Professional Effort. The individual provides the original design (including the conceptual framework and the research design) for the question addressed by the research, or provides interpretation of results such that his/her effort directly influences the conduct of the research or scholarly expression in the final manuscript.

(a) Example – a professor clarifies an original idea expressed by a student, suggests a design, and supervises the conduct of the study and writing of the report by the student (Professor merits authorship due to his/her professional leadership.)

(b) Example – investigator A agrees to collaborate with investigator B, who takes additional measures on A’s subjects, testing a research question with a specific design with both measures and research questions suggested by A (A’s original design and delineation of the question merit authorship regardless of scholarly expression).

(c) Example – investigator A incorporates the previously unpublished findings of investigator B in a chapter in order to strengthen A’s findings with respect to the same phenomenon (B’s contribution of data merits authorship).

(d) Example – investigator A asks investigator B to modify an instrument B devised previously but has not published in order to test A’s hypothesis (original instrument design); B agrees to provide the instrument and do the necessary methodological work which culminates in A’s study. (B’s contribution of the instrument and methodological work merits authorship.)  [Note: The design of treatments (e.g. curricula) or analysis strategies are similar situations and would also merit authorship when such work reflects an original contribution to the research in question and has not been published elsewhere.]

2. Scholarly Expression. The individual contributes to the writing of significant portions of the final manuscript in question when such effort reflects the original expression of the person’s ideas or skill in synthesizing knowledge, describing methods and results, and/or interpreting literature or findings.

(a) Example – a research associate or assistant performs a literature search and prepares a written draft synthesizing the area which is incorporated into an article with minor revisions by the senior authors (a distinctive contribution through the synthesis of existing knowledge).

(b) Example – a research associate or assistant writes the description of the results of a study by a senior investigator which is incorporated with minor revisions of an editorial nature. Note: the same consideration holds for the methods section of a report if the assistant’s original description of technical features is a significant portion of the final manuscript. (This would more likely occur where new methods are being described which involve an original conceptual synthesis.)

(c) Example – investigator A critically reviews a series of studies by investigator B and his colleagues and summarizes the implications of their work for theory and practice in the concluding portions of a chapter prepared by B. (A contributes an original interpretation which is expressed directly in B’s chapter).

(d) Example – a student seeks the assistance of a professor in publishing his/her independent study which is within the professor’s area of research. With the knowledge and permission of the student, professor rewrites the literature review and discussion sections to produce a more succinct and acceptable version for publication. (Professor makes several distinctive contributions.) [Note: This is not to be confused with editorial suggestions which do not merit authorship.]

(e) Example – a research assistant prepares an annotated bibliography under the direction of a research associate who submits the bibliography to an online research clearninghouse. (Assistant contributes to synthesis and interpretation of knowledge. [Note: the final manuscript is the bibliography.]

B. Contributions of Possible Merit. Some contributions are important but not sufficient, singularly, for authorship; however, individuals should be considered for authorship credit when they make two or more contributions of the following nature:

1. Professional Effort. The individual provides leadership, relevant experience, or technical assistance which contributes to the conduct of research or scholarly expressions of another, but the contribution is not sufficient to meet the criterion of significance.

(a) Example – the director of a program project provides subjects and general technical support of another investigator’s work which has been independently proposed and conducted as part of an Institute-based effort (see Section IIIA).

(b) Example – a research assistant assumes independent responsibility for carrying out all data analysis performed on a project and writes summaries of findings and conclusions which are used by the principal investigator to prepare his/her reports. (Data analysis plans had been formulated by the principal investigator.)

(c) Example – a research associate designs the primary instrument with related data collection procedures as conceptualized and directed by the principal investigator. (Professional judgment present in associate’s work, but originality and scholarship are lacking.) [Note: the same criteria are applied to treatment design and analysis strategies.]

(d) Example  -- a statistician carries out the analyses requested by an investigator and writes a description of the statistical procedures. (Professional effort is expressed by statistician but fairly routine and not sufficient scholarly expression.)

(e) Example – investigator A suggests the “original idea” for a study but with investigator A’s knowledge, investigator B actually designs, carries out, and writes up the idea without further consultation from A. (A expresses creativity without direct professional effort or scholarship.)

2.
Scholarly Expression. The individual contributes to a final manuscript by providing summaries of relevant information, findings, and descriptions of treatments or procedures, but the contribution does not meet the criterion of original scholarship.

(a)  Example – a research assistant reviews and summarizes the relevant literature on a topic without relating the studies to each other for a PI who then writes the final literature review based on the assistant’s summaries. (Professional effort is expressed by the assistant conducting the literature search but not sufficient scholarly expression.)

(b) Example – a teacher provides written summaries of the actual materials and methods used in implementing an experimental curriculum devised by the author (Professional effort expressed, but not sufficient scholarly expression.)

(c) Example – investigator A modifies an unpublished instrument developed by investigator B with B’s permission and advice, but does not require B’s assistance in the conduct of the research or writing of the report. (B performs a professional courtesy, but does not make a distinctive professional or scholarly contribution to the manuscript.)

(d) Example – a student conducts a survey using an instrument developed jointly with his/her professor as part of a class project. Professor uses this pilot work by the student to modify the instrument for his/her own project which generates subsequent reports. (Student’s direct professional effort and scholarship are not present in the final manuscripts of professor’s work.)

C. Insufficient Merit. Several types of support are integral to the conduct of research, but are not normally recognized via authorship. However, they can be recognized in an acknowledgment section or in a footnote in articles.

1. Administrative Support. Seldom acknowledged because the sole contribution consists of overall grant management or fiscal responsibility for the project (see section IVA below).

2. Technical Support. This category includes routine duties which are necessary to the conduct of research or preparation of manuscripts which are clerical in nature such as: (a) statistical analysis with established programs, (b) storage and retrieval of data/management of program data bank, (c) in-service training of staff in using established treatments or instruments, or (d) administrative or professional responsibility for subjects when one’s role is incidental to the research in question.

3. Data Collection. This category pertains to a variety of responsibilities related to testing or observing subjects, as well as the coding and scoring of data. Similar consideration is given for the administration of treatments or curricula designed by senior authors.

4. Clerical/Editorial Support. Conducting literature searches or compiling bibliographies reflects clerical rather than scholarly effort to the extent that an original contribution is lacking. This category also includes the preparation of tables, figures and charts, as well as editing the manuscript for form, clarity or accuracy.

5. Consultative Support. Generally when the consultative role is one of suggesting alternatives or providing advice concerning statistical analysis, statistical interpretation or clarity of presentation of findings, authorship need not be considered. However, if consultation is sufficient enough to meet the criterion of “significance” as discussed in Section I (which results in contributions similar to those defined by Section IA1), then such effort may be regarded as “necessary but not sufficient” even when the original research problem has been defined and investigated by the principal author.

For example, investigator A has created a large data bank over several years and has published these data in their primary form. He/she seeks consultation regarding the efficacy of secondary analysis based on sophisticated statistical techniques. The consultant then performs such analyses and interprets the findings for A. Consultant may merit authorship in subsequent reports, depending upon whether scholarly expression is present and/or the distinctiveness of his/her professional efforts in A’s behalf.

II. Criteria for Order of Authorship Credit

General Principles

Multidisciplinary, collaborative efforts are encouraged at FPG, thus multiple authorship is encouraged and is valued as highly as individually authored papers. Credit should be assigned to all those who have contributed to a publication, in proportion to their contribution, and only to those; and the nature of the contribution (e.g., research design, writing, etc.) should be made clear. The principal investigator should take the lead in engaging the members of the research team and any ancillary collaborators in frequent and open discussions of authorship as papers and chapters from a project begin to be discussed and outlined.

Guidelines

A.   Authors who make contributions of sufficient merit, as defined in section IA, are senior to those who make any combination of contributions defined in Section IB (contributions of possible merit).


B.   When authors each make contributions of sufficient merit, order of authorship is weighed in favor of scholarly expression, rather than professional effort.


C.   When authors make similar distinctive contributions, order of authorship may be weighted according to either (1) amount of effort, or (2) task difficulty (e.g., a creative statement of the problem or discussion of findings is more demanding intellectually than a description of research methods or statistical results), whichever seems equitable.


D.   Professional or personal seniority does not merit consideration in the apportionment of authorship credit. The greater the professional stature of an author in collaborative studies, the greater his/her ethical responsibility for the fair apportionment of authorship credit. (Also, see section IVA.)


E.   Whenever possible, potential authors should apportion the tasks each shall perform in the preparation of manuscripts in such a fashion as to clearly imply the final apportionment of credit, or they should negotiate the apportionment of authorship credit beforehand in an ethical fashion. If responsibilities evolve during the course of production of a manuscript, as they often do, the potential authors should discuss and possibly renegotiate authorship credit.  

III.
Ownership of Data


Ownership of data is one of the most complex issues facing investigators who are engaged in collaborative research and development. In fact, one might question whether the concept of ownership is applicable in collaborative research, given that one collects data to benefit the profession rather than the investigator. Technically, in fact, the University “owns” the data and the Principal Investigator is the steward of the data.   


Stewardship means that the individual investigator exercises ethical responsibility with respect to protection of research participants, accuracy and quality of the information gathered, standards for reporting, and protection against the misuse of data by others. Thus, apart from the issue of “right of recognition,” investigators must control access to their data in order to fulfill their responsibilities to their participants, colleagues, and the profession as a whole. In this sense, they oversee or “own” the data they have collected for a period of time. Even when one has disseminated the findings, one’s responsibility to protect subjects and guard against misuse or false interpretation is not discharged.


For all these reasons, tradition would dictate that the data held in trust by one scientist must be accorded the utmost respect by his/her colleagues, and used only with specific approval. However, there are obvious limitations to this general principle when several investigators assume collective responsibility for a body of data.


First, the participation of an investigator in a collaborative effort such as a program project implies that he/she agrees to provide the data collected to further the overall goals of the project, and that there is an ethical obligation to respond favorably to reasonable requests for access to data from colleagues.


Secondly, there are practical issues of time and distance that must be considered. An investigator who neglects data for years after a project has been terminated, whether because of disinterest, illness, departure, or the assumption of other duties, does the profession and his/her colleagues a disservice. Finally, the right to control access to data does not imply the right to behave capriciously or unethically in dealing with one’s colleagues or juniors with respect to recognizing their contributions as authors.


In sum, it appears that collaborative research necessarily requires restrictions on the traditional rights of individual investigators which must be recognized in deciding matters of authorship credit. The following are specific issues involving the treatment of or access to data. The first section deals with ongoing collaborative projects, while the second concerns projects that have been conceived and carried out independently. The reader should recognize that the issues involved in each are similar, but involve different expectations and consequences for the investigators.

A.
Sharing Data within the Same Project

An implicit agreement exists when several investigators come together to work on a collaborative effort which assumes that the collective portrait to be drawn from the work is as important as that drawn from any one component. There is an expectation, therefore, that data and findings are shared more freely and more completely than is possible among individually initiated projects. In such instances, that problem presented in determining authorship credit begins at the level of what is to be shared and how such information is to be used so as to ensure proper recognition for individual investigators.


In determining whether authorship should be involved when one investigator uses data collected by another, it is helpful to consider the purpose in the planned publication of the data to be shared, the nature of the data, and the stage of data collection.


Purpose for Shared Data. In general, the data to be shared may be used for either (1) descriptive or, (2) inferential purposes in the proposed article. For descriptive purposes, certain background data on subjects such as SES or educational level are necessary to data-based articles in that they delineate key features of the study sample, treatments, or settings. However, inferential analyses are involved when standardized measures on participants or environmental observations collected by one investigator are the dependent variables or predictors in a study designed and carried out by another investigator.


If investigator A’s data (i.e., those to be shared) are descriptive, they may be a convenience to B’s article. However, investigator B may want to use A’s data in inferential analyses to answer a research. By virtue of their agreement to participate in collaborative research, investigator A has an ethical obligation to provide B with descriptive data that will enhance the quality and credibility of B’s publication. However, if B plans inferential use of A’s data, B has the ethical responsibility to protect A’s rights as the principal investigator who assumes the scientific and technical responsibility for his/her individual data set. This protection does not imply automatic authorship; the criteria for authorship are described below.


Nature of Data. In some instances the data to be shared may be based on published instruments or procedures that are generally available to the scientific community. In other instances, data may be based on instruments and procedures that have been developed by an individual investigator specifically for the purpose of his/her research. In the latter case, the investigator who wishes to access data should exercise special care to protect his/her colleague’s right to receive recognition for the method as well as the product of the method. Note that in the former case, the use of data gathered with previously published methods does not obviate the user of responsibility in recognizing his/her colleague.


Stage of Data Collection in Ongoing Projects. Individual investigators discharge their responsibilities and receive different types of recognition at different stages of ongoing projects. Collaboration in the form of data sharing can occur from the inception of the project, while data are being collected independently, at the stage of final reporting (project termination), or after the project has ended (secondary analysis).


In general, the problem of fair recognition varies with how much recognition has been accorded for the same data. Once an investigator has published data in their final, primary form (i.e., answered the specific research question(s) that gave rise to the data), the traditional view would be that it is unethical to restrict access to the data by another investigator who wishes to use it for a scientifically valid purposes. Indeed, many federally funded projects are now required to post publicly available datasets within a few years of the end of the project, so the issue of sharing these data with colleagues at FPG/UNC is rather a matter of time rather than whether data sharing might occur. Colleagues also working on the collaborative study or program project would appear to have the strongest privilege for data sharing, followed by other FPG investigators. However, as noted above, to avoid other ethical conflicts, procedures must be established by the investigators themselves which constitute explicit agreements as to when certain kinds of data are available for particular purposes.

General Principles
1.
Investigators in collaborative projects should share their data freely for descriptive purpose. These contributions should be recognized appropriately in footnotes or acknowledgments sections of the publications involved.

2.
Investigators who wish to access data gathered by others for inferential or correlational purposes should consult the principal investigator involved and invite him/her to collaborate on the publication in question. The guidelines described in Section I may be applied to determine whether such collaboration merits authorship (see 5 below for exception).

3.
An investigator invited to collaborate with others in the FPG Institute who seek access to his/her data should welcome such efforts, and deny access only when he/she determines that the enterprise lacks scientific merit, presents ethical problems, or otherwise would impair his/her credibility or that of the Institute. Limitations of personal time or interest should cause an investigator to give way to his/her colleague in pursuit of a valid research question.

4.
The various investigators on collaborative projects should enter into a memorandum of agreement concerning what data are (1) unrestricted for general use, (2) restricted under certain conditions, and (3) privileged until such time as the primary report is published. Similar agreements should be made regulating the timing of project publications, expected lines of collaboration, and the use of data once the project has been officially terminated.

5.
Once an investigator has published his/her data in its final form and/or has been allowed a reasonable period of time (unless the project is extremely large, a limit of three years seems “reasonable”) to exhaust the data set for his/her purposes, he/she should no longer expect authorship credit for the use of such data by colleagues with valid and ethical purposes. However, the original investigator should be notified of the planned use of his/her data and, if still connected with the Institute, given a chance to participate. Recognition of the primary source, at a minimum, should be given in a footnote and the primary publications referenced in subsequent publications.

6.
In the absence of any agreements to the contrary, investigators on collaborative projects should not expect privilege with respect to access to their data, or related privilege with respect to authorship credit beyond three years termination of data collection activities.

B.
Sharing Data among Independent Projects

The sharing of information among projects for the purpose of secondary analysis or meta-analysis presents special ethical problems as well as the problem of ensuring proper recognition through authorship credit. Also, this issue may involve the proprietary rights of sponsoring agencies, and any restrictions they may place on data obtained with their support. Since the focus of this document is on authorship, the latter issue will not be considered specifically. However, investigators should be aware of and formulate opinions satisfactory to themselves concerning their ethical responsibilities in such matters. Assuming that an after-the-fact agreement is reached to combine data from multiple projects, how should the parties proceed in the apportionment of authorship credit?

General Principles
1.
The investigator who wishes access to the data from a project that is outside the limits of his/her scientific and technical responsibility should invite the principal investigator who is most immediately involved to collaborate on publications that might result from the sharing of data, to designate appropriate individuals who would represent the interests of the project or agency. Authorship credit would be determined as described in Section I. 

2.
The investigator who initiates such collaboration should enter into a formal memorandum of agreement with the second investigator which carries agency approval, and which specifies (a) specific questions to be addressed by the research and their importance, (b) analyses to be performed, (c) a prospectus for each publication that is planned, (d) the responsibilities of each party in the conduct and reporting of the research, and (e) appropriate assurances for the protection of research participants and safeguards against misuse or misapplications of subsequent findings. Again, Section I can be applied as a basis for negotiating authorship.

3.
The investigator who agrees to share data under the conditions outlined above should not expect authorship credit in the absence of personal professional and/or scholarly effort in specific publications, but should expect acknowledgment for his/her professional courtesy and appropriate citations of relevant previous research.

4.
The access to data under such agreements is necessarily restricted to the purposes specified in the agreement and agency approval, if applicable; and the investigators involved should exercise care to protect the present and future copyrights of each other.

C.
Departure of Investigators

A third problem with ownership of data is created when an investigator’s services are terminated or he/she changes responsibilities before a project is completed. In collaborative efforts, what are the rights with respect to authorship credit of the individual who leaves, and conversely, of those who complete the work another investigator began?


In general, it can be assumed that the investigator who initiated the project has made a distinctive professional contribution which would deserve credit as determined by Section I. However, the major problem in this instance is one providing an opportunity for their scholarly expression, assuming the data continue to be collected in their absence and remain under the supervision of others. On the other hand, it may be argued that when investigators turn a project over to successors, they relinquish their responsibility for the effort and its products, and thereby any right to authorship.


As with other issues ownership of data, it is helpful to consider that nature of similar agreements in collaborative efforts and formalize them whenever possible to ensure proper credit at a later time and minimize the potential for conflict.

General Principles

1.
An investigator who terminates his/her employment with the Institute prior to the completion of a project he/she initiated (or participated in collaboratively) should prepare a memorandum of agreement between him/herself and the Institute Director, including the proposed principal investigator of the continuation project, that would specify (a) what role if any he/she would play in the continuation of the project, (b) his/her relationship to those who carry out the project, (c) expectations for future publications of results, (d) conditions of data storage and retrieval for his/her use, (e) any time restrictions on the use of data by others, and (f) any conditions related to Institute commitments or agency support for the effort.

2.
Investigators who leave the Institute prior to the completion of an ongoing project should be allowed copies of the data collected to that point; however, in collaborative projects raw data should remain with remaining project investigators for their later use subject to the agreements described above.

3.
Investigators who leave an ongoing project should be allowed a reasonable period of time (not to exceed three years) to publish their results during which the principles described in section IIIA apply.

4.
Investigators assuming responsibility for the project of another who leaves or changes responsibilities should be regarded as principal investigators, and can be expected to take authorship on subsequent publications in accordance with the nature of this contribution (Section I) and their role as collaborators (Section IIIA).

D.   Student Work

Many students conduct theses and dissertations at the Institute, often utilizing existing data from ongoing projects and adding data to the projects from their own particular studies. To have formulated a dissertation and had it approved implies that the student’s contribution is unique and not merely a part of any other investigator’s study. Students are most often temporarily connected with the Institute and the question arises: when they leave, what rights do they have to the data they have collected and accessed and what rights does the Institute have?

General Principles
1.
Authorship rights are the same as for other Institute investigators. Students have the right to publish as first author the publication(s) resulting from their work at the Institute. When they are working in collaboration with investigators who are more senior to them, their rights to publish must be particularly protected. If an investigator revises the student’s dissertation to make it suitable for publication, the investigator should receive authorship credit, but not first authorship.

2.
When the student leaves the Institute, copies of the data collected while at the Institute must remain on file at the Institute for access by other investigators on the collaborative project.

3.
When the student leaves the Institute, he/she has the right to take copies of all the data used in the dissertation study (including those data collected by other investigators) under the assumption that approval for the use of those data in the study had already been granted. The student should sign an agreement before leaving which states that Institute data accessed, copies of which are now taken by the student, may only be used for descriptive purposes and/or the use to which they have been put in the dissertation.

IV.
Program Administration and Authorship Credit


Administrative issues in determining authorship credit present special problems in research organizations because senior scientists and program directors must coordinate the efforts of other investigators, display leadership in the long-term direction taken in research, and exercise authority with respect to personnel and fiscal management. Since some administrative issues may be viewed as involving ownership of data, the principles proposed in Section III appear to be satisfactory when the situation involves access to data collected by an investigator who is also the program director. However, in other instances the fundamental issue seems to involve influence over staff members by virtue of the administrator’s rank and/or control over program resources.

A.   Administrative Responsibility.


The role of a principal investigator and/or program director should be distinguished from his/her role as scientist in determining or apportioning credit for a given publication. For the purpose of publication, the investigator who assumes the scientific responsibility for a defined component of a larger project is considered to be the senior investigator responsible for that portion of the data collected and related publications, and the authorship guidelines specified in Sections I and II are applicable.  The principal inevestigator/director is expected to take or be given credit for authorship of professional papers or reports only when he or she has made significant contributions to the conduct of the research or to the writing of the reports.  The tasks of all potential authors of a paper should have been made clear early in the activity in question and renegotiated as tasks evolved. A PI or program director will likely have provided significant contributions to the conceptualization or design of the research in which a specific, but identifiable, individual project is embedded so the PI will frequently merit authorship, but being a PI alone is not sufficient for authorship.

General Principle

When the scientific merit of a particular publication is dependent upon the conceptual framework or data provided by the program director, he/she should be consulted regarding his/her desire to make a contribution to the publication of reports that arise from individual projects. Whether such contributions merit authorship would be determined by the criteria in Sections I and II. Similar considerations as those described in Section III would apply in the case of data sharing.  If the principal investigator/director is not an author on a particular paper, his/her contributions to the definition of the problem, or to the design of the research or project, could be appropriately acknowledged in a footnote. 

B.   Conflicts Involving Interpretation of Findings

The interdependent and thematic nature of long-term collaborative research presents unusual problems with respect to the interpretation of results by different investigators, and hence potential for conflict in producing co-authored publications. This issue is placed in the present section because the nature of conflict is more likely to involve disagreements between an individual investigator and the principal investigator, rather than among co-investigators, although the latter could certainly be the case.


When the highest scientific and technical standards are maintained in the research effort itself, such conflicts would represent an honest difference of professional opinion. In the absence of any larger ethical concerns, there is no satisfactory resolution to such conflict short of compromise by one or both parties.


Given the conservative nature of the scientific method and traditional practice of logical inference (i.e., verification based on rejection), the burden of proof rests with the party who challenges the principal investigator on the project or, in other cases, who challenges the author of the original conceptual framework for the study in question.

General Principle

The investigator who disagrees with the interpretation of results by the senior author of a collaborative publication should be willing to concede the point except when he/she determines that in the event of publication (a) scientific or ethical standards would be violated, (b) his/her professional credibility, or that of the research organization, would be impaired, or (c) he/she has compelling evidence which favors the alternative view.


In the event of one of the above, the investigator should attempt to persuade his/her colleague of the compelling nature of his/her view, eliciting if necessary the advice of other knowledgeable professionals. The senior author should be willing to accept such advice and criticism in a professional fashion and act on the weight of evidence presented. This failing, the investigator should consult with the Director of the Institute and, if still dissatisfied, should follow the steps outlined in Section V for resolution of conflict.


Many conflicts of this nature can be avoided when investigators enter into formal agreements regarding their roles in authorship from the beginning of the project and communicate frequently during the conduct of the research. In large program projects the sharing of position papers, seminars and use of consultants can help identify common lines of interpretation and higher level constructs that bind the work together. These mechanisms should not only facilitate collaboration, but reduce the pain that occurs when well-intended ideas collide.

C.   Professional Services for Pay Issue

One troublesome standard that has been applied by some investigators in determining authorship credit is that tasks which are performed for pay by assistants need not be recognized. There are examples of publications where graduate students receive authorship credit from professors for the same contributions made by paid research assistants. This practice not only discourages initiative and destroys morale within a research center, it establishes a double standard for ethical practice.

General Principle

The employment status of an individual is irrelevant in determining the merit of his/her professional effort or scholarly expression with respect to authorship.

D.   Protection of Colleagues from Unintended Infringement

Often an investigator who is involved in a cooperative research effort will enter into collaborative arrangements with scientists from other administrative units or with students who wish to access the subject populations, data banks, or other resources of the Institute. While such collaboration should be encouraged, the investigator involved must exercise care to protect the data, methods and authorship privileges of Institute colleagues who are directly involved in the same research program.


Extensive knowledge of the work of another is a positive force for collaboration among Institute investigators. However, such knowledge combined with privileged access to data and resources of other investigators can reduce the traditional barriers which protect individuals from plagiarism or a lack of recognition for their work by others in the field.

General Principle

Investigators and students who wish to collaborate with Institute investigators for the purpose of joint authorship of publications based in part on the work of other investigators in the Institute should enter into a memorandum of agreement with the principal investigator of all the projects involved which specifies the conditions and proposed products of such collaboration.

V.   Procedures for the Resolution of Conflicts


When one finds that contributions to a given publication have not been recognized or acknowledged appropriately, what is the procedure for remedying the grievance? In planning an ethical course of action, it should be noted that there are at least three distinct levels of response—the individual’s, the Institute’s, and the profession’s.

General Principle

Each investigator in a collaborative effort serves as his/her own advocate with respect to the apportionment of authorship credit; however, each should have the benefit of dispassionate and informed counsel from colleagues.

Guidelines

1.   Many potential conflicts can be avoided when the various roles to be performed in preparing publications are determined to the satisfaction of the parties involved as soon as possible in the activity (see Section III). All possible authors should feel free to raise the issues of apportionment of work and authorship, but the principal investigator should assume somewhat greater responsibility than other investigators on the team for assuring that potential authors have open discussions of their contributions and authorship expectations.


2.   When the nature of one’s professional effort or scholarly expression changes in the course of producing a collaborative publication, the individual should make such changes clear to his/her colleagues, as well as any appropriate changes in the expected apportionment of authorship credit.


3.   In addition to his/her professional effort and/or scholarly expression in the development of a given publication, the senior author has the obligation to assume leadership in the apportionment of credit, and to make the rationale for such apportionment evident to his/her co-authors.


4.   When disputes arise in the course of a publishing activity, the standards ascribed to by the research organization and those of the profession, and only these, should be applied in attempting to resolve the dispute. Factors such as rank, professional stature, and administrative authority should not be considered as relevant to such issues.


5.   When an individual becomes involved in a dispute concerning authorship, it is assumed that the dispute arises not because of misunderstanding of authorship principles but usually because of a completely different reading of a concrete situation. Therefore, the following procedures should be followed in sequence to attempt to resolve the issue and to keep the issue from escalating needlessly.


a.   The first step towards resolution is that each participant should seek consultation with colleagues.


b.   The second step is consultation with the Director of the Institute. The Director may establish a mediation panel consisting of the Director and one person nominated by each of the participants in the dispute. The panel will review each person’s points of view and arrive at a consensus judgment as to the resolution.


c.   If a consensus resolution is not possible or if either party is dissatisfied with the suggested resolution, the next step is the formation of a panel of scientists outside the Institute, but within the University. This panel would hear the case in a relatively formal setting and would recommend to the Institute Director an appropriate and fair resolution. [The UNC Grievance Committee is a potential source of resolution, but it generally handles employment issues.]


d.   Only if all these steps are exhausted should the dispute proceed to a higher professional level with such steps as notifying the editor of a publication, an ethical standards committee or the funding agency. Involving step (d) would occur rarely, if ever, if the preceding three steps are followed.

Final Note
Many disputes can be attributed to failure to consider one’s ethical obligations in publishing or writing. Often this is the fault of the profession in that most of us were trained to be good scientists, but little attention or formal instruction was offered in the practice of science. A major objective in preparing this document for the FPG Institute was not to govern us as scientists, but rather to make us more informed and sensitive in our professional practice, and hence alleviate the need for Section V.

APPENDIX

Authorship Guidelines from the American Psychological Association Ethics Code (2002)
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(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 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.

University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill

Guidelines for Research

(downloaded from web on 5/20/2004;
last updated 8/25/2003)

There has been a good deal of concern in the U.S. Congress, among the Granting Agencies and among the general public about “fraud in research.”  The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill has in place pertinent rules: “Policy and Procedures on Ethics in Research” as required by the granting agencies.  All persons engaged in research should be familiar with these rules (copies available from the Office of Research Services, 919/966-5625).  

Clearly it is important for the Institution as well as for the individual faculty member not just to know how to deal with fraud in research when it has occurred but—perhaps a fortiori—to prevent such fraud from occurring in the first place.  In fact, we should comport ourselves in such a way that even the suspicion of fraud is unlikely to rise and, if it does arise unjustly, we have the records in hand to prove that the allegation was misplaced.  Therefore the present guidelines, relating to Data Gathering, Storage and Retention, to Publication Practices and Authorship and to Supervision of Research Personnel were devised by the Faulty Committee on Research.  Many are based on similar guidelines already extant at other institutions or in our School of Medicine.  Although they do not have the force of law or regulation, they are strongly commended to your attention as desirable and prudent practices.

The most important ingredients in avoiding fraud are the integrity and high ethical standards of the research project leader.  If one cuts corners and is more concerned with next week’s publication or next month’s research grant renewal than with a life-long reputation and the integrity of the research, these guidelines are determined to maintain high standards in their research careers.

In making the following recommendations, the Faculty Committee on Research recognizes that there are wide variations from one field to another.  Nevertheless we strongly urge adherence to these guidelines, if necessary with appropriate modifications to accommodate solidly established practices within a field.

General University Policies

Anyone engaged in research must abide by University, Divisional and Department policies and procedures concerning research.

Data Gathering, Storage, Retention

A common denominator in most cases of alleged scientific misconduct has been the absence of a complete set of verifiable data.  The retention of accurately recorded and retrievable results is of utmost importance for the progress of scientific inquiry.  A scientist must have access to his/her original results in order to respond to questions including, but not limited to, those that may arise without any implication of propriety.  Moreover, errors may be mistaken for misconduct when the primary experimental results are unavailable.

Recommendations:

1.
Original research results should be promptly recorded, and should be kept in as organized and accessible fashion as possible.

2.
The research project leader should retain the raw research data pertinent to publication for a reasonable period of time (normally five years) after publication.  In no instance should primary data be destroyed while questions may be raised which are answerable only by reference to such data.

3.
Documentation of required approvals of Human Rights and Animal Use Committees should be retained in the research project leader’s files for a period of five years. 

Publication Practices:  Authorship

A gradual diffusion of responsibility for multi-authored or collaborative studies has led in recent years to the publication of papers for which no single author was prepared to take full responsibility.  Two critical safeguards in the publication of accurate scientific reports are the active participation of each coauthor in verifying that part of a manuscript that falls within his/her specialty area and the designation of one author who is responsible for the validity of the entire manuscript.

Recommendations:

1.
An author submitting a paper should never include the name of a coauthor without that person’s consent. Each coauthor should be furnished with a copy of the manuscript before it is submitted.  Co authorship should be offered to (and limited to) anyone who has clearly made a significant contribution to the work.

2.
Anyone accepting co authorship of a paper should realize that this action implies a responsibility as well as a privilege.  If a potential coauthor has serious reservations concerning a publication the individual should decline co authorship.

3.
The senior author or authors of a paper, individuality or in concert, should be prepared to identify the contributions of each coauthor.

4.
Simultaneous submission of essentially identical manuscripts to different journals is improper.

5.
As a general principle, research should be published in the scientific literature before reports of such research are released to the public press.

Supervision of Research Personnel

Careful supervision of all research personnel by their research project leaders is in the best interest of the trainee, the institution, and the scientific community.  The complexity of scientific methods, the necessity for caution in interpreting possibly ambiguous data, and the need for advanced statistical analysis, all require an active role for the research project leader in the guidance of research personnel.

Recommendations:

1. All research personnel, such as technicians, graduate students, postdoctoral trainees, should be specifically supervised by a designated research project leader.

2. The ratio of research personnel to project leaders should be small enough that close interaction is possible for scientific interchange as well as oversight of the research at all stages.

3. The project leader should supervise the design of experiments and the process of acquiring, recording, examining, interpreting and storing data.  (A project leader who limits his/her role to the editing of manuscripts does not provide adequate supervision.)

4. Collegial discussions among project leaders and research personnel constituting a research unit should be held regularly, both to contribute to the scientific efforts of the members of the group and to provide information peer review of research results.

5. The project leader or supervisor should provide each investigator (whether student, postdoctoral fellow or other research personnel) with applicable governmental and institutional requirements for conduct of studies involving healthy volunteers or patients, animals, radioactive or other hazardous substances, and recombinant DNA.
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