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N E W S  A N D  V I E W S  F R O M 

C O P E C O M M I T T E E O N  P U B L I C A T I O N  E T H I C S

Orchestrating research
When I was a child, I spent hours lying on the 
rug in front of our record player, listening to “A 
Child’s Introduction to the Orchestra,” featuring 
Sergei  Prokofiev’s “Peter and the Wolf”. On one 
side of the record, each character was 
introduced, represented by a specific  instrument
—the bird was played by a flute, the wolf by a 
French horn, Peter by the strings. On the other 
side, the entire piece was played, demonstrating 
how the individual instruments, when combined, 

told a story—and how the whole is greater than the sum of its parts.

Research is a bit like an orchestra. An orchestra comprises many elements: the 
instruments, the soloists, the piece of music, the technicians. All  play a part. But in 
the end, it’s the conductor who gets the most applause. Likewise, every piece of 
published research is shaped by dozens of people, from authors, editors, and 
reviewers to funders, research subjects, and technicians. Although the lead author 
of a paper gets the most credit, and more than likely does the most work, the 
published paper is a joint effort. The whole is greater than its parts.

This issue of Ethical Editing looks at some of the aspects involved in shaping a 
published paper. “From the Field” presents guidance and guidelines on topics 
such as bibliographic  policies in traditional and digital publishing and how to report 
raw data. The Feature considers how we define authorship of scholarly articles. 
The cartoon takes a look at the perennially hot topic  of ghost and guest 
authorship.

Ghostwriting is generally considered by editors—and COPE—to be unethical (see 
Feature). And yet my search for the terms “ghostwriting AND Bible” turned up 
37,700 hits on Google, leading me to believe that there must be a range of 
opinions of what constitutes ethical authorship.

In the case of scholarly writing, the real  issue is perhaps not whether publications 
are ghostwritten, but whether the ghost is transparent. Whether credit is given 
where credit is due. And whether the many contributions to a published work are 
recognized. Because in the end, every publication, like every orchestra, no matter 
how great, is still the sum of individual parts.
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New year’s resolutions  
At an Extraordinary General  Meeting of COPE, held on 
December 2, 2009, two resolutions designed to 
“remove anomalies that exist between the Regulations 
and the Memorandum and Articles of Association and 
to clarify the process by which Council members and 
Officers may be elected” were unanimously passed. 

Among the changes were: 1) the words “science” and 
“scientific” were changed to “scholarly and/or peer-
reviewed” in references to COPE journals. This change 
was made in order to recognize that COPE now has a 
diverse membership across many disciplines, and 
certainly well beyond the biomedical journals which 
were COPE’s founding members. 2) Council  members 
are to be elected by COPE’s members rather than 
appointed by the Council. 3) A candidate for Council 
must have been a COPE member for at least one year 
at the time of nomination and 4) must be nominated by 
two other current COPE members, at least one of 
whom must not be employed by the same organization 
as the nominee. 5) A candidate for the role of Chair, 
Vice-Chair, Treasurer or Secretary must have been a 
Council member for at least one year and must be 
nominated by two other COPE members, at least one 
of whom must be a member of Council.

The aim of these changes is to attempt to ensure that 
the composition of the Council and, ultimately, the 
officers, becomes representative of the COPE 
membership; hence applications from areas of the 
membership not currently represented on Council  will 
be encouraged. 
 

Summary of survey results
The COPE Membership Survey, run online in 
October 2009,  generated 151 responses. It showed 
that many of COPE’s services are underutilized. 
More than 80% of those responding to the survey 
visit the website no more than once per month, and 
nearly 24% of respondents have never visited the 
website. Nearly 71% had not read the Council Blog 
(now called the Publication Ethics Blog) or were not 
aware of its existence. The Flowcharts were 
considered “very helpful” by 36%, but 41% have 
“never looked at them”. The COPE Code of 
Conduct and Best Practice Guidelines were 
described as very (55%) or slightly (24%) helpful, 
but 21% had not read them. More than 90% of 
respondents had attended a Forum meeting in 
London “never” or “less than once per year on 
average”. Summaries of COPE cases posted on the 
website are read always or regularly by 38%, 
sometimes by 41%, and never by 21%. Top-ranked 
priorities for the next 3 years included developing 
more materials for non-biomedical  journals, running 
face-to-face training courses for editors, and 
providing a professional audit service for journals. 
There was interest in COPE providing guidance for 
authors and reviewers on publication ethics, and an 
online publication ethics handbook. . . 81% of 
respondees were located in Europe or North 
America. . . . Another comment provided a potential 
explanation for the number of people who are not 
aware of COPE’s services: “I think COPE is 
fundamentally good, but it is just one more thing to 
read and I haven’t found the time.”. . . For complete 
s u r v e y r e s u l t s s e e t h e w e b s i t e : 
www.publicationethics.org/newsevents.

Changing of the guard
With regret, COPE announces the resignation of 
Operations Director Tim Feest, effective March 21, 
2010. At the same time, we are sorry to report the 
resignation of council member Daniel Sokol due to 
increasing work commitments. COPE thanks both Tim 
and Daniel for the work they have done on behalf of 
COPE.

We are currently recruiting an Operations Manager to 
replace Tim. As there were three nominations for the 
three vacant COPE Council  seats, an election is not 
needed. We are pleased to announce the appointment 
of the following new Council  members: Lance Small, 
Editor, Communications in Algebra, La Jolla, 
California, US; Craig Phelan, Editor, Labor History, 
London, UK; and Riaz Agha, Founder and Managing 
Editor, International Journal of Surgery, London, UK.

The Scoop from COPE

Web upgrade
In discussing the COPE survey results (see article 
below) at its December 2009 Strategy Day, Council 
took one comment in particular to heart: “Your 
website needs serious revamping. I assume good 
resources are there but seem REALLY HARD to 
find.” In response, COPE plans to further develop the 
website. The first step will  be to hire a part-time 
webmaster. 60 applications were received by the 
closing date, February 20, and interviews will  take 
place in early March. COPE hopes to make the 
website a “one-stop resource for publication ethics.” 

http://www.publicationethics.org/newsevents
http://www.publicationethics.org/newsevents
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COPE goes global!
by Liz Wager

The first ever COPE US seminar took place in 
Washington, DC, in November 2009, kindly hosted by 
the National  Academy of Sciences. The format was 
similar to our annual UK seminar, with a series of talks 
and an opportunity to discuss case studies. We were 
delighted that around 50 editors signed up for the 
meeting from across the US and as far afield as 
Mexico. We even had one delegate from Australia who 
had arranged a meeting in the US to coincide with the 
seminar. 

Emma Hill  spoke about the Journal of Cell  Biology’s experience of screening for manipulated images. John Hoey 
(former editor of the Canadian Medical  Association Journal) talked about the roles and responses of journals and 
editors to flawed, misleading, and deceitful research. The meeting participants also heard from editors at The 

Lancet, Cell and PNAS about how they deal with 
publication misconduct. COPE Chair Liz Wager, 
Vice-Chair Sabine Kleinert, and Acting Treasurer 
Richard O’Hagan attended the meeting from the 
UK, and Dr. James Greenstone (our first US-
based Council member) joined us from Texas.

Now that COPE’s membership is truly global, 
Council is very conscious of the fact that we 
shouldn’t limit our activities to London. The US 
seminar was an opportunity for US members to 
learn more about COPE, and judging from the 
feedback, they enjoyed the chance to meet. We 
were delighted by the positive response from 

editors across a wide range of disciplines and the fact that many were prepared to travel considerable distances 
(at least by European standards) to be at the meeting. We hope to organize a similar meeting in 2010 to make 
this an annual  event. We’re also exploring the possibilities of having a mini-seminar or perhaps a COPE Forum 
meeting linked to the 2nd World Research Integrity meeting, which is taking place in Singapore in July 2010.

The Scoop from COPE

Photos by Richard O’Hagan
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SIAM editorial on the state of 
scholarly publishing 
In the December 2009 issue of 
SIAM News (www.siam.org/news/
news.php?id=1663), Douglas 
Arnold, President of the Society 
for Industrial and Applied 
Mathematics, offers “a few 
troubling examples of misconduct 
by authors and by journals in 
applied mathematics,” and asks 
“What can we, as concerned 
scientists, do?” Arnold believes 
that author misconduct, such as 
p lag ia r i sm and dup l i ca te 
publication, is becoming more 
common, but he is even more 
disturbed by journal misconduct, 
such as sham peer review and 
deliberate manipulation of citation 
statistics, and editor misconduct, 
such as a high rate of self-
publication by a journal’s editor-in-
chief. One conclusion Arnold 
reaches is that “we need to back 
away from the use of bibliometrics 
like the impact factor in judging 
scientific  quality.” He also 
encourages fellow scientists to 
carefully consider the quality of 
journals with which they affiliate. 
“Does that journal hew to high 
standards of peer review? Does it 
have c lear po l ic ies and 
mechanisms for enforcing them? 
Is its output a useful addition to 
the sprawling scientific literature?” 
Overall, says Arnold, scientists 
“should place great emphasis on 
scientific integrity, in what we write 
and what we review.” 

CSE White Paper update
In 2009 the Council of Science 
Editors published “CSE’s White 
Paper on Promoting Integrity in 
Scientific  Journal Publications, 
2009 Update,” a 77-page 
document covering everything 
from the responsibilities of editors, 
authors, reviewers, and sponsors, 
to the identification of research 
misconduct and guidelines for 
action, including examples of 

corrections, retractions, and 
expressions of concern. “The 
Council of Science Editors and its 
Editorial Policy Committee 
encourage everyone involved in 
the journal publishing process to 
take responsibility for promoting 
integrity in scientific  journal 
publishing,” according to the 
document’s Introduction. The 
Committee “aims to open dialogue 
about ethical publishing practices, 
inform those involved in the 
editorial process, and foster 
informed decision-making by 
editors.” The PDF document can 
b e d o w n l o a d e d f r o m 
www.councilscienceeditors.org/ 
(under Editorial Policies).

Good Publication Practice 2
“Good Publication Practice for 
C o m m u n i c a t i n g C o m p a n y 
Sponsored Medical Research” is 
the title of the revised guidelines 
published by the International 
Society for Medical  Publication 
Professionals in the December 5, 
2009, issue of the BMJ. The new 
GPP2 guidelines replace and 
expand upon guidelines published 
in 2003. The new guidelines, 
revised over the period of a year 
with input from academics, journal 
editors, publishers, medical 
writers, and companies, apply to 
presentat ions at scient i f ic 
congresses and peer-reviewed 
journal  articles. The BMJ article 
can be accessed at www.gpp-
guidelines.org/, along with a 
webcast featuring its lead author, 
COPE Council member Chris Graf. 

NFAIS Best Practices
Also in 2009, the National 
Federation of Advanced Information 
Services (NFAIS) released “Best 
Practices for Publishing Journal 
Articles,” guidelines for bibliographic 
policies in traditional and digital 
publishing. New practices “are 
beginning to have a significant 
impact throughout the Information 

Community—on primary and 
secondary publishers, librarians, 
authors and users,” said Linda 
Beebe, leader of the working 
group that produced the 
document. “Thus far, there has not 
been a commonly accepted 
standard for this type of publishing 
and this void has raised some 
serious issues for all of us.” NFAIS 
members include producers of 
databases and related information 
services, information technology, 
and library services in the 
sciences, engineering, social 
sciences, business, and the arts 
and humanities. The PDF 
document is avai lable at 
w w w . n f a i s . o r g / f i l e s / f i l e /
Best_Practices_Final_Public.pdf

Publishing raw clinical data
An increasing number of journals 
require that their authors be 
prepared to make available, or 
state their willingness to share, the 
raw data supporting their articles. 
However, there is little guidance in 
journals on how data should be 
shared.
 
Data arising from the researcher–
participant relationship must be 
anonymized in journal  articles 
unless consent for publication has 
been obtained. But a widely 
agreed standard for anonymization 
has not emerged. In September 
2008 a working group that 
included publishers, editors, legal, 
and research ethics representation 
agreed that guidance on 
anonymization would be an 
important step forwards.

The guidance, co-published in 
Trials (www.trialsjournal.com/
content/11/1/9) and the BMJ 
(www.bmj.com) in January 2010, 
provides practical advice on how 
to share data while minimizing 
risks to patient privacy. It 
recommends that participants in 
clinical  research give consent for 
publication of appropriately 

From the Field

Guidance and guidelines

C O P E C O M M I T T E E O N  P U B L I C A T I O N  E T H I C S4  Ethical Editing



anonymized raw data. It also 
provides a list of 28 patient 
identifiers that either alone or in 
combination could put privacy at risk 
when clinical data are shared. It 
recommends that direct identifiers 
be removed from datasets and that 
datasets containing three or more 
indirect identifiers, such as age or 
sex, be reviewed by an independent 
researcher or ethics committee prior 
to submission to a peer-reviewed 
journal. 
Iain Hrynaszkiewicz

Protesting proposed standards
An editorial titled “Journals Under 
Threat: A Joint Response from 
History of Science, Technology 
and Medicine Editors” was 
published jointly by 55 journals in 
their first issues of 2009 in 
response to the European 
Reference Index for the 
Humanities (ERIH), an initiative of 
the European Science Foundation 
(ESF) which aimed “to identify, 
and gain more visibility for, top-
quality European Humanities 
research published in academic 
journals....” The protesting editors 
viewed the initiative as “an 
allegedly exact measure of 
research quality. In short, if 
research is published in a premier 
league journal it will  be recognized 
as first rate; if it appears 
somewhere in the lower divisions, 
it will be rated (and not funded) 
accordingly.” The editors refused 
to “allow our field to be managed 
and appraised in this fashion,” and 
asked that their journals be 
removed from the ERIH lists. Prof. 
Iwan Rhys Morus, Editor of History 
of Science, who spearheaded the 
campaign along with Prof. Simon 
Schaffer, the Editor of the British 
Journal  for the History of Science, 
told COPE that the editorial 
“certainly succeeded beyond our 
expectations in galvanizing 
opposition to ERIH within the 
history of science and humanities 
as a whole. It has also clearly led 
to the rethinking of the ERIH within 
the ESF and to a reconsidering of 

support by agencies such as the 
Arts and Humanities Research 
Council. Where the ERIH now 
goes remains to be seen.”

BioMed Central guidance on 
duplicate publication 
In November 2009, open access 
publisher BioMed Central  posted 
new guidelines on duplicate publication 
for the editors of its 205 journals (see 
www.biomedcentral.com/info/
about/duplicatepublication). The 
guidelines include a quick-
reference table, and describe 
common types of overlapping 
p u b l i c a t i o n s , i n c l u d i n g 
translations, co-publication in 
multiple journals, and pre-print 
servers. Guidance is also given on 
partial prior publications, such as 
publication of data sets, study 
protocols, and summary results 
posting in publicly accessible 
databases—made increasingly 
possible due to online publishing 
and funding agency policies and 
statutes. BioMed Central’s goal  in 
publishing the guidelines is to 
enable its editors to assert 
judgment on a case-by-case 
basis, as well  as to provide a 
publication ethics resource for the 
broader scientific  community. 
Further information is available on 
the BioMed Central Blog at http://
tinyurl.com/ydmetsy.

Iain Hrynaszkiewicz

ICMJE authorship guidelines
The International  Committee of 
M e d i c a l  J o u r n a l E d i t o r s 
(www.icmje.org/ethical_1author.html) 
recommends basing authorship on 
“1) substantial  contributions to 
conception and design, acquisition 
of data, or analysis and interpretation 
of data; 2) drafting the article or 
revising it critically for important 
intellectual  content; and 3) final 
approval of the version to be 
published. Authors should meet 
conditions 1, 2, and 3”.

Guidance from COPE 
Retraction guidelines Almost 80 
people requested a copy of 

COPE’s new Retraction Guidelines 
before they appeared on the 
COPE website in November 2009. 
The guidelines, produced by 
Council  members Elizabeth 
Wager, Virginia Barbour, Steven 
Yentis, and Sabine Kleinert, have 
been published by several  COPE 
member journals and were the 
subject of an editorial in The 
Lancet (http://tinyurl.com/yzjavj3). 
The guidelines can be downloaded 
from www.publicationethics.org/
guidelines.
Code of Conduct for editors 
COPE will review its Code of 
Conduct for Editors and its Best 
Practice guidelines to ensure that 
they are relevant to the many non-
biomedical  disciplines now covered 
by our growing membership. A 
subgroup headed by COPE Vice-
Chair Sabine Kleinert will contact 
ed i tors in non-b iomedica l 
disciplines to ask how the Code 
applies to them. Meanwhile, the 
Best Practice document will  be 
broadened to include examples 
and references relevant to non-
biomedical  disciplines. It’s hoped 
that both documents will be 
finalized at the June council 
meeting and launched at the World 
Research Integrity meeting in 
Singapore in July 2010. Members 
with comments on the Code are 
invited to contact Linda Gough  
( c o p e _ a d m i n i s t r a t o r @ 
publicationethics.org).
Code of Conduct for publishers 
At a meeting for publishers held in 
London in December 2009, COPE 
also received a very positive 
response to the idea of creating a 
Code of Conduct for publishers. 
Several  publishers have agreed to 
serve in the working group, which 
is led by Council member Chris 
Graf of Wiley-Blackwell. If you’re 
interested in joining this working 
group, please contact Linda 
Gough.
Code of Conduct for authors?  
Should COPE develop guidelines for 
authors on how to avoid misconduct? 
Let us know what you think.

From the Field
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There was a time when writing a scholarly article was 
a matter of one person sitting down in front of a 
typewriter with a sheaf of notes (and likely a pack of 
cigarettes) and writing an article, to which he (there 
weren’t many she’s back then) signed his name. Today 
the cigarettes are gone, the typewriter has been 
replaced by a personal computer, and—particularly in 
the sciences—the single researcher is more likely to 
be a consortium of researchers from public and private 
institutions in numerous countries around the world.

Conducting and publishing research ain’t what it used 
to be. In the life sciences, “More so than in other 
academic  disciplines, particularly the ‘soft’ sciences, 
interdependencies among educators, investigators, 
funding agencies, trainees, and entrepreneurs have 
become more intricate, the social organization of 
scientific work more complex, and individual role 
performance less visible,” wrote Louis et al. in The 
Journal of Higher Education in 2008.1

In a world in which a published physics article had an 
astounding 2512 co-authors,2 how can responsible 
journal  editors ensure that a fair and ethical process 
was followed in determining authorship of papers 
submitted to their journals? Some observations follow.
  
Why is authorship important? 

COPE Chair Liz Wager addressed the importance of 
authorship in an article titled “Recognition, reward and 
responsibility: Why the authorship of scientific papers 
matters” (Maturitas 20083). Authorship is one of the 
main criteria used to determine academic 
appointments, to measure research output, and thus to 
determine future funding, she says. “Authorship 
matters because the entire research and publication 
process is based on trust. If scientists or clinicians are 
prepared to lie about the people involved with a 
research project or a publication, why should we 
expect them to be any more honest about their 
findings?” Likewise, guidelines for authorship of the 
Journal  of the World Aquaculture Society4 state: 
“Determining the number and sequence of names on 
the title page of a paper is an ethical decision involving 
fairness and trust—fairness in properly representing 
each person’s contribution to the study and trust in 
accurately portraying the responsibility of each author 
for all or part of the work.”

The development of guidelines for authorship

There were already attempts to provide guidance for 
authors in the late 1960’s, and in 1979, a group of 

editors known as the Vancouver Group (later the 
International Committee of Medical  Journal Editors, or 
ICMJE) published the first version of its now well-
known and often-referred-to guidelines, the “Uniform 
Requirements for Manuscripts Submitted to 
Biomedical  Journals: Writing and Editing for 
Biomedical  Publication.”5, 6 However, in a 2000 
editorial, Rennie et al. stated that the ICMJE 
guidelines, “though thoroughly and widely 
disseminated, were also commonly ignored or flouted.” 
The editorial recounts the process by which several 
major medical journals and their editors drafted and 
instituted requirements for the listing of author 
contributions, which also led indirectly to modifications 
to the ICMJE’s statement on authorship.7 (For ICMJE’s 
3 key conditions of authorship, see page 5.) 

Other disciplines, organizations, and institutions have 
their own versions of guidelines. The British 
Sociological Association, for example, first published 
“Authorship guidelines for academic  papers” (based in 
part on the ICMJE guidelines) in 2001.8 The Australian 
Code for the Responsible Conduct of Research,9 an 
extensive document setting forth the responsibilities of 
both institutions and researchers, states: “To be 
named as an author, a researcher must have made a 
substantial  scholarly contribution to the work and be 
able to take responsibility for at least that part of the 
work they contributed.” The Australian guidelines 
acknowledge, however, that attribution of authorship 
“depends to some extent on the discipline.” As an 
example, the “Guidelines for Authorship of Biometrics 
Papers”10 define substantial  contributions to 
intellectual content as, among other things, “derivation 
of the theoretical properties of the statistical method”—
probably not a common definition in the Arts. The 
extent to which guidelines have been developed also 
differs significantly among disciplines, with a 
preponderance of guidelines in medicine and 
apparently almost nothing in the Arts and Humanities. 

What isn’t authorship?

It is perhaps easier to define what doesn’t qualify as 
authorship than what does. The Journal of the World 
Aquaculture Society states: “Securing funding, 
providing instrumentation, or supervision of the 
research group alone does not justify authorship.”4 
The British Sociological Association8 recommends that 
substantial  contributors who don’t qualify for 
authorship be listed in the Acknowledgments; 
examples are interviewers, data processors, survey 

Putting Names on Paper: Defining Authorship of Scholarly Articles

(continued on page 7)
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management staff, statistical  advisers, and colleagues 
who have reviewed the manuscript.

Questionable authorship

In 2009, the COPE Forum considered two cases in 
which curious forms of authorship were reported 
(www.publicationethics.org/listcases). In Case 
09-05,11a single-author submission came back after 
revision by two reviewers, one of whom (reviewer A) 
was suggested by the author. “Examination of the 
revised manuscript led to a disturbing discovery.” This 
version had two authors, and the second author was 
reviewer A. The original author, when contacted by the 
Editor, explained that “Reviewer A helped me improve 
the manuscript in grammatical and logical  feature, and 
provided some new references. Furthermore, we 
share some detailed skills in the experimental 
methods....” Forum discussion addressed a variety of 
issues, including whether the journal  listed its 
authorship criteria, whether guidelines exist for 
reviewers with conflicts, whether the author and 
reviewer knew each other, and the fact that the author 
should have contacted the editor to ask to add an 
author. The ultimate decision of the Forum, however, 
was that “it is possible that the criteria for authorship 
might be satisfied by the reviewer. If the reviewer 
made a substantial contribution to the revised paper, 
he could legitimately become an author.”

In Case 09-10,12 a reviewer spotted that three of the 
authors of a manuscript had also served on the data 
safety monitoring board (DSMB)—a supposedly 
independent oversight committee—for the trial. “In 
their author contributions all are listed as having been 
involved in ‘analyzing the data’ and one, X, as 
‘supervising the statistical  analysis.’” When 
questioned, the corresponding author stated that the 
DSMB members worked throughout the study period 
“completely independent and without any promises or 
expectation that they would be credited later by a 
coauthorship.” The decision to include them as authors 
was made “long after completion of the clinical  study 
and its analysis,” and credit was given for “significant 
advisory contributions” to the manuscript. The editor 
bringing the case to COPE expressed concerns that 
the trial  “may not have had adequate independent 
oversight.” The Forum questioned whether the three 
DSMB members fulfilled the ICJME criteria for 
authorship, and suggested that the journal create a 
policy requiring that DSMB’s not be involved in a study 
in any other way.

Irresponsible authorship

Other questionable practices—such as ghostwriting—
have gained increasing attention lately, particularly in 

the biomedical sciences. Ghostwriting is not a new 
issue: in 1998 Flanagin et al. reported on the 
“Prevalance of Articles with Honorary Authors and 
Ghost Authors in Peer-Reviewed Medical Journals,”13 
and the 2000 Rennie editorial 7 (see page 6) described 
“problems with irresponsible authorship, including 
honorary authorship, ghostwriting, authors’ refusal  to 
accept responsibility for their articles despite their 
ready acceptance of credit, duplicate and redundant 
publication, and other deceptive practices.” However, 
with United States Senator Charles Grassley’s 
investigation of medical ghostwriting (New York Times, 
November 2009),14 the problem has moved out of the 
arena of academic publishing and into the spotlight. An 
editorial  in PLoS Medicine in September 200915 called 
for a “sea change in the thinking and behavior of 
editors, who should create—and be prepared to 
enforce—journal policies clarifying that involvement 
with ghostwriting is a serious and punishable breach of 
publication ethics.”

What does COPE offer?

In addition to holding Forum discussions of authorship 
problems, COPE provides flowcharts on how to deal 
with suspected ghost, guest, or gift authorship and 
with changes in authorship, and advice on how to spot 
authorship problems (www.publicationethics.org/
flowcharts).16 The current issue of Ethical Editing is 
designed to introduce editors to resources which they 
can use to draft appropriate guidelines for their own 
journals.

Working together to define authorship

Whether a single set of guidelines for authorship can 
ever be applicable to all disciplines is questionable. 
This doesn’t mean that editors can’t learn from each 
other, however. “We believe that institutions of higher 
education, journals, and professional associations 
should encourage discussions in public arenas about 
how to manage the authorship tensions that are 
emerging as a consequence of increased scale and 
complexity in science,” wrote Louis et al. in 2008.1 The 
authors took a pragmatic  approach to the issue, 
however, stating that “it is important in developing 
standards and rules to remember that policies that 
appear sensible on the surface may sometimes 
require bending in the everyday life of productive 
scientists.”

Reference list The references to accompany this 
article are available for download as a separate file 
on the Newsletters page of the COPE website: 
www.publicationethics.org/newsletters.
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The Last Word(s)

Last laugh
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Have an idea for the newsletter? Write to:
cope_editor@publicationethics.org

“Plagiarism” is the theme of the 2010 UK seminar, to 
be held Friday, March 26, at Woburn House in 
London. Harold C. Sox will talk about his experience 
of plagiarism as former Editor of Annals of Internal 
Medicine, and Vasiliy V. Vlassov of the Society for 
Evidence Based Medicine, Moscow, Russia, will 
speak on the cultural differences in plagiarism. Kirsty 
Meddings from CrossCheck will  give an update on 
plagiarism detection. The panel discussion has been 
called Plagiarism Clinic. In workshop sessions, 
attendees will discuss cases reflecting various 
aspects of plagiarism. COPE Administrator Linda 
Gough (pictured) invites you to register by visiting 
the COPE website: www.publicationethics.org. The 
seminar is free for COPE members. The closing 
date for registration is March 12.

Remember that paper we rejected on using mediums 
to communicate with famous ghostwriters of the 
past? The authors want to thank us for our "valuable 
input". They've added us to their author list!

In my correspondence with COPE, I've mentioned 
continuing difficulties with parallel submissions 
(submissions to multiple journals or even members of 
the same editorial board), placing names of 
distinguished persons as co-authors without their 
permission, etc. Perhaps COPE can draft a statement 
that journals could use that would discourage bad 
practices by authors? Such a uniform statement might 
carry weight that individual journal statements do not. 

Lance Small, Editor, Communications in Algebra

Last call for congress Afterwords

by Annemarie Glaser

Another COPE grant!
Two applications were received for our £5000 grant award for 
December 2009. The COPE Council awarded the grant to Lidija 
Bilic-Zulle, Ksenija Bazdaric, Martina Mavrinac, Vanja Pupovac, 
Gordana Brumini, and Mladen Petrovecki of the Dept. of 
Medical Informatics at the Rijeka University School  of Medicine 
in Croatia, for the project “Prevalence and attitudes towards 
plagiarism in biomedical publishing.” Bilic-Zulle and Petrovecki 
are also affiliated with the Croatian Medical  Journal, which 
received a grant in January 2009 for a project on authorship. 
COPE would like to encourage members from nonmedical 
disciplines to apply for future grants. The next deadline for 
applications is June 1, 2010. See www.publicationethics.org/
research/grantscheme.

Front row (l–r): Brumini, Mavrinac, Petrovecki, 
Pupovac. Back row (l–r): Mamaja Jancic 
(administrative assistant), Bilic-Zulle, Bazdaric
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