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It is a basic 

truth of the 

human 

condition that
everybody lies.

The only 

variable is 
about what.
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EXPERIENCE – IN BRIEF



EXPERIENCE – IN BRIEF



EXPERIENCE – IN BRIEF





"Science, I had come to learn, is as political, 
competitive, and fierce a career as you can find, 
full of the temptation to find easy paths." 

Paul Kalanithi
neurosurgeon and writer (1977–2015)





Eric Gastfriend
https://futureoflife.org/2015/11/05
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EMBO reports 2007;11:988-91.



EXTREMES?



SCIENTIFIC DIFFERENCES?

BIOMEDICINE

SOCIAL SCIENCES, LAW, HUMANITIES

NATURAL SCIENCES



RULES?

A. substantial contributions to conception and 
design, OR acquisition of data, analysis OR
interpretation of data

B. drafting the article OR revising it critically for 
important intellectual content

C. final approval of the version to be published

D. agreement to be accountable

 A + B + C + D = AUTHORSHIP
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a. concept & design

b. analysis & interpretation

c. “ownership “of data

d. collection of data

e. statistical expertise

f. drafting the article

g. critical revisions for intellectual content

h. final approval

i. acquisition of funding

j. administrative/technical/logistical support

k. guarantor of study

Authorship / Contribution

ICMJE. Uniform Requirements for Manuscripts submitted to 
Biomedical Journals. Ann. Intern. Med. 1997;126:36-47.





Physics



dr.sc. Branko Šantić (IRB, Zg):
Autori i kAoautori znanstvenih članaka

tinyurl.com/d42jq67

 WRITER

 WORKER

 PROVIDER

 LEADER

TIME INVESTMENT

• Time investment ≈ contribution

Co-authorship = reward for effort

• In practice? - “guess-timate” co-
authorship
• A few hours is NOT “worthy”

• A few days – no problem

• > a few days – “a must”



AUTHORSHIP „PATHOLOGY”

GUEST

GIFT

PLANTED 

GHOST

GHOST WRITER



• GUEST

• does not fulfill all ICMJE criteria

• GIFT

• similar to GUEST, but different ;)

• PLANTED 

• GHOST AUTHOR

• the “vanishing” author

• contributed enough!

• GHOST  WRITER
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BE THRUTHFUL

BE HONEST

KNOW THE RULES

INQUIRE



The following cases are available at UC San Diego’s
http://research-ethics.org/



Dr. May is a participating neurologist in a clinical trial to assess the efficacy and toxicity of a new
anticonvulsant medication.

For the duration of the two-year study, each neurologist is to meet with each of his or her
patients for an average of 30 minutes each month. In Dr. May's case, this amounts to an average
of 20 hrs/month. During each visit, the physicians administer a variety of specialized tests,
requiring judgments dependent on their experience and training in neurology.

At the completion of the study, the results are to be un-blinded and analyzed by the project
leaders. It is anticipated that at least 2 publications will be prepared for the New England Journal
of Medicine.

Dr. May has just learned that she will be listed in the acknowledgements, but not as an author of
the manuscript. Dr. May argues that she has provided nearly 500 hours of her expert time, far
more than needed to complete a publishable study in her experimental laboratory.

Does Dr. May have a case for authorship?

CASE I



Melvin Evans, a cell biology graduate student, has purified two recombinant proteins as part of
his dissertation research. These proteins differ only at a few key amino acid positions.

Based on other biochemical data, Melvin believes the proteins are virtually identical. Following a
discussion with a Jeff Lee, a biochemistry graduate student, Melvin concludes that it would be
reasonable to compare these two purified proteins by circular dichroism.

Jeff offers to collaborate on the project by analyzing the two proteins by this technique. Dr.
Dawson, Jeff's advisor approves of this and he alerts Melvin's advisor that this will be a fruitful
collaboration which should result in a co-authored publication.

He argues that his rationale for this is based on: 1) Jeff's intellectual contribution in presenting
the data and operating highly technical instrumentation; and 2) on his own intellectual and
financial support of the circular dichroism instrument facility.

Melvin's advisor is opposed to a co-authored paper, arguing that the Jeff's contribution is largely
technical and does not merit coauthorship. He suggests that Jeff and Dr. Dawson be
acknowledged in the paper along with the grants used to support the circular dichroism facility.

CASE II



Suzanne Booth is recruited as a postdoctoral researcher to a laboratory where research is centered on the cell
biology of a specific mammalian cell type. Suzanne's training has been in eucaryotic gene cloning and molecular
genetics; no such technology is available in this laboratory.

Suzanne completely trains a senior level graduate student working in the group. Under Suzanne's supervision,
the student proceeds to build a cDNA library and isolates by molecular cloning a gene for a membrane protein.

Several months later a manuscript describing this work is prepared for submission. The principal investigator of
the laboratory, Professor Jack Taylor, and the student are listed as co-authors. Suzanne is listed in the
acknowledgement section of the paper.

She is upset with this disposition and confronts Dr. Taylor who says that he has strict rules about authorship
and that Suzanne's contribution was a technical one which does not merit authorship. Taylor quotes from
several different standards of conduct documents indicating that authorship must be strictly based on
intellectual and conceptual contributions to the work being prepared for publication. Technical assistance, no
matter how complex or broad in scope, is not grounds for authorship.

Does Suzanne have a case for authorship?

CASE III


