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Selected aspects of
authorship of biomedical
publications. Literature
review and own study

Wybrane aspekty autorstwa publikacji biomedycznych.
Przeglad literatury i badanie wiasne

Abstract Medical Library Forum 2022;15(2):7-16
DOI: 10.34738/mlf.0070

The increasing complexity and multidisciplinarity of scientific research make teamwork o o

University Library, Medical University of Warsaw, Poland
a necessity. Research teams are getting larger, which means that the number of authors reported - ¢rrespondence to: krzysztofwlodarczyk@wum.edu.pl
in publications is also increasing. This generates debates in the scientific community about the
meaning and recognition of authorship. This paper presents selected authorship issues that

may not be known outside the medical and related sciences community.

Streszczenie

Rosnaca ztozonos¢ i multidyscyplinarno$¢ badan naukowych sprawiaja, ze praca zespotowa
staje sie koniecznoscia. Zespoty badawcze sg coraz wieksze, przez co rosnie tez liczba autoréw
wykazywanych w publikacjach. Wywotuje to w Srodowisku naukowym dyskusje nad znaczeniem
i uznawaniem autorstwa. Niniejsza praca przedstawia wybrane zagadnienia dotyczace
autorstwa, ktére moga nie by¢ znane poza $rodowiskiem nauk medycznych i pokrewnych.
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Monoauthored publications are increasingly giving
way to multiauthored works [1, 2]. The number of
authors shown in scientific papers is also increasing
[3,4]. In many disciplines, it is difficult to work ef-
fectively and publish independently [2]. For exam-
ple, in biomedical sciences, teamwork is becoming
a necessity and a standard [1, 5, 6], and the number
of people in teams is increasing with the complex-
ity and multidisciplinarity of research [3,7,8]. As
early as 1981, an article with 118 authors was re-
ported [9], and in 1998, one could read papers with
hundreds of authors, the results of multi-center
clinical trials [10]. The average number of authors
per original scientific paper published in prestig-
ious medical journals has grown from 4.5 authors
per paper in 1980 to 6.9 in 2000 [N]. Blaise Cronin
proposed the term ,,hyperauthorship“in 2001, re-
ferring to multiauthored scientific papers that have
more than 100 authors [3, 6]. The imagination-stir-
ring limits of 1,000 and 3,000 authors per publica-
tion were exceeded in 2004 and 2008, respective-
ly. [8]. Much debate was generated in the scientific
community by a 2015 paper in the physical scienc-
es, which had more than 5,000 authors, and the
list of individuals and institutions filled 24 pages
of the article [12].

The phenomena described above lead to “author-
ship inflation” [4,13]. Authorship is the coin of the
realm of the scientific world [14] and, like a coin,
has two sides. One is credit for contributions to
publications, which are a measure of the produc-

tivity of a researcher or scientific institution [3, 5,
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14, 15]. Published papers document accomplish-
ments, have a direct impact on a researcher’s ca-
reer, securing grants and institutional standing [l,
3,5], resulting in a pressure to publish more papers
(publish or perish) [8,16-19]. The other side to the
coin is the author’s responsibility for the integrity
of the scientific work done [5,14, 15]. Determining
work contributions and responsibilities seems easy
for a self-administered study, but becomes compli-

cated where there are more people involved [5,7].

The growing number of authors has become
one of the reasons for the scientific communi-
ty’s debate on the importance and recognition
of authorship [4]. As Mario Biagioli noted, writ-
ing about authorship as a currency of the scien-
tific world, ,,credit and responsibility are much
harder to keep together under the category of
authorship. This is not only because of a human
tendency to try to maximize one’s credit while
minimizing one’s responsibility, but also because
common definitions of credit and responsibility
do not always fit the reality of research prac-
tices. They create loopholes in which miscon-
duct can breed or, alternatively, impose unre-
alistic demands on the practitioners” [14]. The
pressure to identify a scientist as an author de-
spite insufficient contributions to the paper can
lead to an ethical problem known as honorary
authorship [20]. The opposite phenomenon is
also a problem: ghost authorship. i.e. an omis-
sion among authors of a person who has made

a significant contribution to the publication [20].
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In a desire to accommodate the growing number
of authors in scientific articles and to counter un-
ethical practices, institutions and journal editors
are developing recommendations to clarify the
role, involvement and responsibility of each au-
thor [1, 20]. Among other things, the creators of
the guidelines try to answer the question of who
should be considered an author [1]? Some of the
widely accepted recommendations are published
by a working group of medical journal editors that
functions under the name of the International
Committee of Medical Journal Editors (ICMJE) [7].
The ICMIE reviews the best ethical standards re-
lated to the publication of research results and
other materials in medical journals. The recom-
mendations developed by the ICMJE are intended
to support authors, editors and others involved in
the publishing process in publishing sound scien-
tific articles [21, 22]. The committee is made up of
editors of renowned journals, including “Nature
Medicine” (Journal Impact Factor, JIF: 87,241"),
“New England Journal of Medicine” (JIF: 176,079)
and “The Lancet” (JIF: 202,731) [21]. As of 30 Sep-
tember 2022, more than 7,400 journal editors de-
clare that they use the ICMJE guidelines [23].

AUTHOR

The ICMJE recommendations point to four crite-
ria for recognition of authorship: “(1) substantial
contributions to the conception or design of the
work; or the acquisition, analysis, or interpreta-
tion of data for the work; (2) drafting the work
or revising it critically for important intellectual
content; (3) final approval of the version to be
published; (4) agreement to be accountable for
all aspects of the work in ensuring that questions
related to the accuracy or integrity of any part
of the work are appropriately investigated and
resolved” [24]. The ICMJE recommends that all
persons recognized as authors meet the indicat-
ed criteria and that any person meeting the in-

dicated criteria be recognized as an author [24].

At the same time, the ICMJE emphasizes the
collective responsibility of the authors of a work
for determining who meets the above criteria
for authorship and who does not. In case of dis-
agreement, the parties concerned should re-
quest the institution where the research was
conducted--not the editorial board of the jour-
nal to which the paper has been or is to be sub-
mitted--to investigate the matter [24]. The ICMJE

' JIF index values based on the “Journal Citation Re-
ports 2021"
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also recommends that members of the research
team jointly agree on the order in which they will
be listed as authors [24].

ORDER OF AUTHORS

The order of authors is determined according to
the custom of the scientific field [25]. The solution
adopted in biomedical sciences is to list authors
according to the size of their contribution to the
paper, from the largest to the smallest [5, 26]. The
positions of first and last author are seen as cru-
cial [13, 26, 27]. A corresponding author is also dis-
tinguished [25-27].

The first author is usually the person who made
the greatest contribution to the work [26, 28-31].
Designating the author as first is important to
the researcher for a number of reasons. It indi-
cates who played the key role in getting the job
done, which is important in career development?
[7,29, 31]. In addition, some groundbreaking re-
search is commonly called by the name of the
first author [31], which makes the scientist more
recognizable, and raises his reputation. Name
recognition is also affected by certain citation
styles® used in scientific publications, indicating
the name of the first author and the year of pub-
lication of the cited work [30, 32].

The position of the last author is described in the
literature as traditionally reserved for a senior
member or principal/leader of a research team
[1,5, 31, 33]. The object of recognition here is not
the size of the contribution to the work, but the
research leadership [5]. Thus, the last author can
be seen as an experienced leader and mentor [26]
and his responsibility for the study as the great-
est [26]. Regardless of the size of the contribution,
the senior author should meet the criteria for au-
thorship [33], otherwise there may be a problem
of honorary authorship [20]. It is also worth bear-
ing in mind that the practice of reserving the last
author position for mentors is not the rule, and
that the last place may mean, according to the
order, the smallest contribution to the study [26].

A corresponding author is a person who takes re-

sponsibility for communicating with the journal’s
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Fig. 2. A corresponding author marked with an envelope icon (DOI: 10.1038/541591-018-0147-y)

Author information

These authors contributed equally: Joseph J. Titano, Marcus Badgeley.

Fig. 3. Determination of equivalent contribution to the paper (DOI: 10.1038/s41591-018-0147-y)

editors during the publishing process and for
meeting the formal requirements for publication
in a given journal. He answers questions from the
editor and reviewers, and undertakes to answer
questions from the scientific community after
the paper is published [24]. The function of a cor-
responding author can also be identified with the
position of the leader of a research team, similar

to that of a senior author [25].

EQUIVALENT AUTHORSHIP

There is a growing number of journals--especially
medical journals [34, 35]--where authors can de-
clare that two or more people have contributed
equally to a study [20, 34, 35]. This solution makes
it possible to identify more than one person in the
attractive position of the first author of a paper
[34, 36]. In that case, the publication has equiv-
alent/equal first authors. While this is the most
common course of action in the case of the first
authorship [35], equivalent/equal last authorship
is also assigned sometimes [35]. The designation
of the last, i.e., senior, author is particularly impor-
tant in multicenter and multidisciplinary studies in
which multiple teams of investigators collaborate,
resulting in multiple leaders or mentors [35].

The growing popularity of marking equal contri-

bution is accompanied by debates in the medical

2 Many Polish medical universities require a submission of a certain number of works in which the candidate is

the first author in their promotion proceedings (e.g. for the position of assistant professor) or in proceeding for

the postdoctoral habilitation degree. The Medical University of Warsaw can be used as an example here (see

https://radydyscyplinwum.edu.pl, state as of 17 November 2022).

#  Styles based on the Harvard system.
& DOI:10.111/tpj12676.

scientific community [34, 35). The solution is viewed
favorably, as it ensures that credit for contributions
to a publication can be fairly assigned [27], some-
thing that would not otherwise be possible due to
the practice of positioning authors according to the
scale of their contributions. In contrast, opponents
of the designation of equivalent authors question
the possibility of weighing the contributions of two
or more people, which seems to be a prerequisite
for contributions to be considered truly equal [36,
37]. A publication® with six equivalent first authors
was controversial [36]. Some journals limit the de-
monstrable number of equivalent authors or do

not allow such an arrangement at all [35].

Of particular interest to the scientific informa-
tion community may be the problem of the vis-
ibility of equivalent authors [27, 38]. Journals
mark the equivalent contribution to the paper
with various special marks next to the authors’
names, or alternatively place a corresponding
notation in the footnotes or at the end of the
article [34, 36]. The designations are therefore
not standardized [27, 34].

Citing papers that have equivalent first authors
is problematic [35]. The inability to mark equiv-
alent contributions with the citation style re-
quired by journal editors, the lack of appropri-
ate solutions in bibliography managers, and the
use of different methods by editors to mark
equivalent contributions lead to a problem de-
scribed as discrimination against the second

equal author [35].

The PubMed database, managed by the Nation-
al Library of Medicine (NLM), has been using the
equivalent authorship designation since 2017;
the condition is that the publisher provide the
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data [39]. However, PubMed does not make it
possible to include this designation as part of
a search query [40], as verified by the author of
this paper (as of 18 November 2022). Verifying
whether popular scientific databases index equiv-

alent authors would make an interesting study.

On the basis of the WUM.Publikacje system oper-
ating at the Medical University of Warsaw (WUM),
which registers the scientific achievements of uni-
versity employees, it is possible to examine: (1)
the proportion of monoauthored, multiauthored
and hyperauthored works (i.e., those with more
than 100 authors); (2) the degree of overlap be-
tween the functions of the first and the last au-
thor and the role of the corresponding author; (3)
the scale of application of the solution of listing
equivalent contributions to the work relative to
the first author.

SUBJECT OF STUDY

The study examined 28,995 scientific articles col-
lected in the database of publications by WUM

employees, which were published in 2009—-
2021 (state as of 20 September 2022). The range
of data corresponds to the three periods of the
ministerial evaluation of scientific units: 2009—
2012, 2013-2016 and 2017-2021, so it can be
assumed to be as complete as possible. The total
number of the authors of the publications under
study is 195,735.

Papers indexed as original, case studies, reviews,
meta-analyses, systematic reviews, and papers of
the above types published as letters to the editor

were considered scientific articles.

ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

The multiauthored character of publications in
biomedical and related sciences mentioned in
the introduction is illustrated in Figures 1 and 2.
They show the distribution of the number of au-
thors per article (ranging from 1 to 100 authors)

in the body of work under study.

Monoauthored works account for 9.3% of the
body of work under study. Multiauthored arti-
cles prevail, with the largest number of articles

having two authors: 14.9% of the body of work
under discussion. More than half of the body of
work under study are works with 2 to 4 authors:
52.5% of the total. Hyperauthor works (53 arti-
cles) make up an insignificant part of the body of
work under study (0.18%).

In the body of multiauthored publications under
study, 24,080 authors distinguished as correspond-
ing authors were identified. It seems reasonable
to exclude monoauthored publications, in which
the listing of roles does not make sense, and the
possible distinction of the corresponding author
is only technical (providing a contact address),
from this part of the study. It is also worth not-
ing that some publications designated more than
one corresponding author (1838 papers). There
were also multiauthored publications in which
a corresponding author was not designated at
all (3241 papers).

The role of the corresponding author overlaps
with that of the first author in 60.5% of cases,
and with that of the last author in 22.2% of cases.
After accounting for the equivalent first and last
authors, the percentage of overlap between the
roles of the corresponding and first author rises to
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Table 1. The number of corresponding authors in a specific position in relation to the number of authors in the publication (the range includes works having from 2 to 10 authors)

POSITION OF THE CORRESPONDING AUTHOR

itk 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0
1 -

2 2467 990

3 2210 489 694

4 2142 431 162 636

5 1850 398 124 90 521

6 1388 322 83 44 75 438

7 974 252 66 44 31 57 380

8 745 180 46 24 15 21 55 304

9 543 n4 45 n 7 8 6 26 268

10 429 87 21 15 2 n 3 10 34 192

Table 2. Number of publications with a designated equivalent first author in the body of work under study - by year

2009

2010 20m

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

NUMBER OF WORKS 3 -

5 5 2 10 12

37 68 75 107 7

60.9%, and of the corresponding and last author
rises to 22.3%. The roles of equivalent first author
and corresponding author overlap in 0.3% of pa-
pers, while the roles of equivalent last author and

correspondent author overlap in 0.1% of cases.

To recapitulate: although in more than half of
the multiauthored publications under study the
role of the first author and the corresponding
author is played by the same team member, the
above-mentioned two functions must not be iden-
tified with each other. One in five corresponding

authors is the last author at the same time.

There are 499 publications in the body of work
under study, in which equivalent first authors are
designated. Based on the data presented in Ta-
ble 2, it can be noted that 171 papers (34.2%)
with an equivalent first author were published in
2021. A systematic increase in the popularity of
the practice of listing equivalent authors’ contri-

butions to the publication is evident.

CONCLUSIONS

The growing number of authors in publications has
prompted the scientific community to ask ques-
tions about the nature of authorship. ,After all,
how many people can wield one pen?” ask Drum-
mond Rennie and Annette Flanagin [15]. Due to the
complexity of the topic, the answer to the question
of the nature of authorship must be multi-faceted.
Reviewing various recommendations for editors

and authors (not just by the ICMJE), one can see

a paradigm shift. Authorship no longer seems to
be equated with wielding a pen, but with a sig-
nificant intellectual contribution and responsibil-
ity. A natural consequence is a discussion of the
measurability of contributions and the extent of

responsibility.

The perception of the first author, corresponding
and senior author positions as crucial is firmly es-
tablished in the biomedical science community.
This is not the case with the practice of authors
declaring equivalent contributions to the work.
While there is no shortage of criticism of this
solution, it has become a reality, as demonstrat-
ed in the literature cited and in our own study.
It seems important, therefore, that scientific in-
formation tools, such as scientific databases, ad-
equately label the equivalent input and enable

processing information concerning it.

—

Publikacje monoautorskie coraz czesciej ustepujg
miejsca pracom wieloautorskim [1, 2]. Rosnie takze
liczba autoréw wykazywanych w pracach nauko-
wych [3,4]. W wielu dyscyplinach trudno jest efek-
tywnie pracowac i publikowa¢ samodzielnie [2].
Miedzy innymi w naukach biomedycznych praca
zespotowa staje sie koniecznoscig i standardem
[1,5, 6], a liczba oséb w zespotach wzrasta wraz ze
stopniem ztozonosci i multidyscyplinarnosci badan
[3,7,8]. Juz w 1981 r. odnotowano artykut ze 118 au-
torami [9], a w 1998 r. mozna byto przeczytac prace
majace wieluset autoréw, bedace wynikami wielo-

osrodkowych badan klinicznych [10]. Srednia liczba

autoréw przypadajgcych na oryginalng prace na-
ukowg publikowang w prestizowych czasopismach
medycznych urosta z poziomu 4,5 autora na prace
w roku 1980 do 6,9 w 2000 [11]. Blaise Cronin zapro-
ponowat w 2001 r. termin , hiperautorstwo” (hyper-
authorship), odnoszacy sie do wieloautorskich prac
naukowych, ktére majg ponad 100 autordéw [3, 6].
Dziatajace na wyobrazZnie granice 1000 i 3000 auto-
row w jednej publikacji zostaty przekroczone odpo-
wiednio w 2004 i 2008 r. [9]. Wiele dyskusji w $rodo-
wisku naukowym wywotatfa praca z zakresu nauk
fizycznych z roku 2015 — liczyta ponad 5000 auto-
roéw, a lista 0séb oraz instytucji wypetnita 24 strony
artykutu [12].

Opisane wyzej zjawiska prowadzg do ,inflacji au-
torstwa” [4,13]. Autorstwo jest walutg $wiata na-
uki [14] i, podobnie jak moneta, ma dwie strony.
Jedna to uznanie za wktad w powstawanie publi-
kacji, ktére sg miarg produktywnosci badacza czy
instytucji naukowej [3, 5, 14, 15]. Ogtaszane pra-
ce dokumentuja osiggniecia, majg bezposredni
wptyw na kariere naukowca, uzyskiwanie grantow
i pozycje instytuciji [1, 3, 5] — co skutkuje presjg, aby
publikowa¢ kolejne prace (publish or perish) [8,16-
19]. Drugg strong monety jest odpowiedzialno$¢
autora za rzetelnos¢ wykonanej pracy naukowej
[5,14,15]. Okreslenie wktadu pracy i zakresu odpo-
wiedzialnosci wydaje sie fatwe w przypadku sa-
modzielnie przeprowadzonego badania, ale sta-
je sie skomplikowane, gdy oséb zaangazowanych

w badanie jest wiecej [5,7].

Rosnaca liczba autoréw stata sie jedna z przyczyn dys-

kusji Srodowiska naukowego o znaczeniu i uznawaniu
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Il 1. Wspétczesna praca z duza liczbg autoréw (80), opublikowana w czasopismie ,Nature” (DOI: 10.1038/s41586-

022-05247-2)

autorstwa [4]. Jak zauwazyt Mario Biagioli — piszac
o autorstwie jako walucie $wiata nauki —,,uznanie
za wkfad i odpowiedzialnos¢ sg znacznie trudniej-
sze do réwnoczesnego utrzymania w kategorii au-
torstwa. Dzieje sie tak nie tylko z powodu ludzkiej
tendencji do maksymalizacji swojego wktadu przy
jednoczesnym minimalizowaniu swojej odpowie-
dzialnosci, ale takze dlatego, ze powszechne defi-
nicje wktadu i odpowiedzialnosci nie zawsze pasuja
do rzeczywistosci praktyk badawczych. Tworzg one
luki, w ktérych moga sie rozmnazac niewtasciwe za-
chowania lub, alternatywnie, naktadaja na prakty-
kéw nierealistyczne wymagania” [14] (ttumaczenie
wiasne). Presja, by wskaza¢ naukowca jako autora—
pomimo niewystarczajacego wktadu w powstanie
pracy — moze prowadzi¢ do problemu etycznego
okreslanego jako honorary authorship, czyli hono-
rowe autorstwo [20]. Problemem jest takze zjawisko
odwrotne: ghost authorship, autor widmo — pomi-
niecie wsrdd autoréw osoby, ktdra wniosta istotny
wktad w powstanie publikacji [20].

Pragnac dostosowac sie do rosnacej liczby auto-
réw w artykutach naukowych oraz przeciwdzia-
fac nieetycznym praktykom, instytucje i redakcje
czasopism opracowuja rekomendacje, ktére majg
na celu wyjasnienie roli, zaangazowania i odpo-
wiedzialnosci kazdego autora [1, 20]. Tworcy wy-
tycznych starajq sie m.in. udzieli¢ odpowiedzi na
pytanie: kogo nalezy uznac za autora [1]? Jedne
z szeroko akceptowanych rekomendacji publikowa-
ne sg przez grupe robocza redaktoréw czasopism

medycznych, ktéra funkcjonuje pod nazwg Interna-
tional Committee of Medical Journal Editors (ICM-
JE) [7]. ICMJE dokonuje przegladu najlepszych stan-
darddéw etycznych zwigzanych z publikowaniem
wynikow badan oraz innych materiatéw w czaso-
pismach medycznych. Opracowywane przez ICMIJE
rekomendacje maja wspierac¢ autoréw, redaktorow
i inne osoby zaangazowane w proces wydawniczy
w publikowaniu rzetelnych artykutéw naukowych
[21,22]. Komitet tworzg redaktorzy renomowanych
czasopism, m.in. ,,Nature Medicine” (Journal Im-
pact Factor, JIF: 87,241"), ,New England Journal
of Medicine” (JIF: 176,079) czy ,The Lancet” (JIF:
202,731) [21]. Stosowanie wytycznych ICMJE dekla-
ruje — wedtug stanu na dziers 30.09.2022 r. — ponad
7400 redakcji czasopism [23].

AUTOR

Rekomendacje ICMJE wskazujg na cztery kry-
teria uznania autorstwa: ,,(1) substantial con-
tributions to the conception or design of the
work; or the acquisition, analysis, or interpreta-

tion of data for the work; (2) drafting the work

mepicaL uNIVersITY oF warsaw [JEERF————

or revising it critically for important intellectu-
al content; (3) final approval of the version to
be published; (4) agreement to be accountable
for all aspects of the work in ensuring that qu-
estions related to the accuracy or integrity of
any part of the work are appropriately investi-

gated and resolved” [24].

Uznana za autora moze zatem zostac osoba, ktd-
ra wniosta znaczacy wktad w prace, wzieta udziat
w przygotowaniu manuskryptu i zatwierdzita jego
ostateczng wersje do publikacji oraz deklaruje od-
powiedzialnos¢ za wszystkie aspekty pracy. ICM-
JE rekomenduje, aby wszystkie osoby uznane za
autordw spetniaty wskazane kryteria i aby kazda
osoba spetniajaca wskazane kryteria zostata uzna-

na za autora [24].

Jednoczesnie ICMJE podkresla kolektywnga od-
powiedzialno$é autoréw pracy za ustalenie, kto
spetnia powyzsze kryteria autorstwa, a kto nie.
W przypadku braku porozumienia zainteresowani
powinni zwrdci¢ sie do instytucji, w ktérej prowa-
dzono badania — nie za$ do redakcji czasopisma,
do ktérej praca zostata lub ma zostac zgtoszona —
z pros$ba o zbadanie sprawy [24]. ICMJE rekomen-
duje takze, aby cztonkowie zespotu badawczego
wspolnie ustalili, w jakiej kolejnosci zostang wy-

mienieni jako autorzy [24].

KOLEJNOSC AUTOROW

Kolejnosc¢ autoréw okresla sie zgodnie ze zwy-
czajem panujacym w danej dziedzinie naukowej
[25]. Rozwigzaniem przyjetym w naukach biome-
dycznych jest wymienianie autoréw wedtug wiel-
kosci ich wktadu w prace — od najwiekszego do
najmniejszego [5, 26]. Pozycje pierwszego i ostat-
niego autora postrzegane sg jako kluczowe [13,
26, 27]. Wyrdznia sie réwniez autora korespon-

dencyjnego [25-27].

Pierwszym autorem zostaje zazwyczaj osoba, kto-
ra wniosta najwiekszy wkfad w prace [26, 28-31].
Oznaczenie autora jako pierwszego jest dla ba-
dacza istotne z wielu powoddéw. Wskazuje, kto
odegrat kluczowa role w wykonaniu pracy, co ma
znaczenie w rozwoju kariery zawodowej? [7, 29, 31].
Ponadto niektdre przetomowe badania s nazywa-

ne potocznie nazwiskiem pierwszego autora [31],

' Wartosci wskaznika JIF na podstawie ,Journal Citation Reports 202"

2 Wiele polskich uczelni medycznych w postepowaniach awansowych (np. na stanowisko adiunkta) czy do nada-

nia stopnia doktora habilitowanego wymaga wykazania okre$lonej liczby prac, w ktérych kandydat jest pierw-

szym autorem. Jako przyktad moze tu postuzy¢ Warszawski Uniwersytet Medyczny (zob. https://radydyscyplin.

wum.edu.pl, stan na 1711.2022 r.).
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co sprawia, ze naukowiec staje sie bardziej roz-
poznawalny, i podnosi jego reputacje. Na rozpo-
znawalnos$¢ nazwiska wptywaja takze niektére
style przypiséw?® stosowane w publikacjach na-
ukowych — wskazujgce nazwisko pierwszego au-

tora i rok publikacji cytowanej pracy [30, 32].

Pozycje ostatniego autora opisuje sie w literatu-
rze jako tradycyjnie zarezerwowang dla starszego
cztonka lub kierownika/lidera zespotu badawczego
[1,5, 31,33]. Przedmiotem uznania nie jest tu wiel-
kos$¢ wktadu w prace, ale kierownictwo badaw-
cze [5]. Ostatni autor moze by¢ postrzegany jako
doswiadczony przywddca i mentor [26], a jego od-
powiedzialnos¢ za badanie — jako najwigksza [26].
Bez wzgledu na wielkos¢ wktadu starszy autor po-
winien spetniac kryteria autorstwa [33], w przeciw-
nym razie moze pojawic sie problem autorstwa
honorowego [20]. Warto tez mie¢ na uwadze, ze
praktyka rezerwowania pozycji ostatniego autora
dla mentoréw nie jest reguty i ostatnie miejsce
moze oznaczac — zgodnie z kolejnoscig — najmniej-
szy wktad w badanie [26].

Autor korespondencyjny to osoba, ktéra bierze na
siebie odpowiedzialnos¢ za komunikacje z redak-
cjg czasopisma podczas procesu wydawniczego
i za spetnienie wymogdw formalnych zwigzanych
z publikacjg w danym tytule. Odpowiada na pyta-
nia redaktora i recenzentéw, zobowigzuje sie takze
do odpowiadania na pytania Srodowiska naukowe-
go po opublikowaniu pracy [24]. Funkcja autora ko-
respondencyjnego moze by¢ réwniez utozsamiana
z pozycjq lidera zespotu badawczego — podobnie
jak w przypadku starszego autora [25].

ROWNOWAZNI AUTORZY

Rosnie liczba czasopism — szczegdlnie medycz-
nych [34, 35] — w ktdrych autorzy moga zadeklaro-
wag, ze dwie lub wiecej oséb miato réwny wktad
w badanie [20, 34, 35]. Rozwigzanie to pozwala
wskazac wiecej niz jedna osobe na atrakcyjnej
pozycji pierwszego autora pracy [34, 36]. Publi-
kacja ma wéwczas réwnowaznych/réwnorzed-
nych pierwszych autoréw. Chociaz w przypadku
pierwszego autora jest to najpowszechniejsze
[35], oznaczane bywa takze rownowazne/row-
norzedne ostatnie autorstwo [35]. Oznaczenie
ostatniego — czyli starszego — autora ma szcze-
gblne znaczenie w badaniach wieloo$rodkowych

i multidyscyplinarnych, w ktérych wspétpracuja

3 Style bazujace na systemie harwardzkim.
4 DOI:10.111/tpj.12676.

ze soba liczne zespoty badaczy, wskutek czego

jest wielu kierownikéw czy mentoréw [35].

Rosnacej popularnosci wskazywania réwnowaz-
nego wktadu towarzyszg dyskusje w medycznym
Srodowisku naukowym [34, 35]. Rozwigzanie to
postrzegane jest w pozytywnym Swietle, ponie-
waz zapewniania mozliwos¢ sprawiedliwego przy-
pisania uznania za wkfad w publikacje [27] — co
inaczej nie bytoby mozliwe ze wzgledu na prakty-
ke pozycjonowania autoréw zgodnie z wielkoscig
wktadu. Z kolei przeciwnicy oznaczania réwno-
waznych autoréw kwestionujg mozliwos¢ zwaze-
nia wktadu dwdch lub wiecej oséb, co wydaje sie
warunkiem niezbednym, aby mozna byto wktad
uznac za prawdziwie réwny [36, 37]. Kontrowersje
wzbudzita publikacja* z szescioma réwnowazny-
mi pierwszymi autorami [36]. Niektore czasopisma
ograniczajg mozliwg do wykazania liczbe réwno-
waznych autoréw lub w ogdle nie pozwalajg na

stosowanie takiego rozwigzania [35].

Szczegdlnie interesujgcym tematem dla Srodo-
wiska zwigzanego z informacjg naukowg moze
by¢ problem widocznosci rownowaznych auto-
réw [27, 38]. Czasopisma oznaczajg rownowazny
wktad w prace za pomoca réznych specjalnych
znakéw obok nazwisk autoréw, alternatywnie
umieszczajg odpowiedni zapis w przypisach dol-
nych lub na koricu artykutu [34, 36]. Oznaczenia

nie sg wiec ustandaryzowane [27, 34].

Problematyczne jest cytowanie prac, ktére maja
réwnowaznych pierwszych autoréw [35]. Brak
mozliwosci oznaczenia rownowaznego wktadu
w prace za pomoca stylu cytowan wymaganego
przez redakcje czasopisma, brak odpowiednich
rozwigzan w menedzerach bibliografii oraz sto-

sowanie przez redakcje odmiennych sposobdéw
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oznaczania rownowaznego wktadu prowadza do
problemu okreslanego jako dyskryminacja dru-

giego rownego autora [35].

Zarzadzana przez National Library of Medicine
(NLM) baza PubMed stosuje oznaczenie réwno-
waznego autorstwa od 2017 r.; warunkiem jest
dostarczenie danych przez wydawce [39]. Jednak-
ze PubMed nie zapewnia mozliwosci uwzgled-
nienia tego oznaczenia jako elementu zapytania
wyszukiwawczego [40] — co zostato sprawdzo-
ne przez autora niniejszej pracy (stan na dzien
18.11.2022 r.). Ciekawym przedmiotem badania
bytoby sprawdzenie, czy popularne naukowe

bazy danych indeksuja réwnowaznych autoréw.

Na podstawie dziatajgcego na Warszawskim Uni-
wersytecie Medycznym (WUM) systemu WUM.
Publikacje — rejestrujgcego dorobek naukowy
pracownikdw uczelni — mozliwe jest zbadanie: (1)
proporcji miedzy pracami monoautorskimi, wie-
loautorskimi i hiperautorskimi (czyli takimi, w kto-
rych liczba autoréw przekracza 100); (2) stopnia
pokrywania sie funkcji pierwszego i ostatniego au-
tora z rolg autora korespondencyjnego; (3) skali
stosowania rozwigzania polegajgcego na wyszcze-
golnianiu réwnowaznego wktadu w prace wzgle-

dem pierwszego autora.

PRZEDMIOT BADANIA

Badaniu poddano 28 995 artykutéw naukowych
zgromadzonych w bazie dorobku publikacyjnego
pracownikéw WUM, ktére ukazaty sie w latach
2009-2021 (stan na dzien 20.09.2022 r.). Zakres

danych odpowiada trzem okresom ministerialnej
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zostata zobrazowana na wykresach 1i 2. Przedsta-
wiajq one rozkfad liczby autoréw przypadajacych
na artykut (w zakresie od 1 do 100 autoréw) w ba-

danym zbiorze.

Prace monoautorskie stanowig 9,3% zbioru. Do-
minujg artykuty wieloautorskie, z ktérych najwie-
cej ma dwdch autoréw — 14,9% zbioru. Ponad po-
towa badanego zbioru to prace majace od 2 do
4 autoréw — 52,5% zbioru. Prace hiperautorskie

(53 artykuty) sa nieznaczna czescig zbioru (0,18%).

W badanym zbiorze publikacji wieloautorskich
zidentyfikowano 24 080 autoréw wyrdznionych
jako korespondencyjni. Zasadne wydaje sie wy-
faczenie z tej czesci badania publikacji monoau-
torskich, w ktérych wyszczegdlnianie rél nie ma
sensu, a ewentualne wyrdznienie autora kore-
spondencyjnego ma charakter wytacznie tech-
niczny (podanie adresu do kontaktu). Warto tez
zauwazy¢, ze w niektdrych publikacjach wskazano
wiecej niz jednego autora korespondencyjnego
(1838 prac). Odnotowano takze publikacje wie-
loautorskie, w ktérych autor korespondencyjny

nie zostat wskazany w ogéle (3241 prac).

Funkcja autora korespondencyjnego pokrywa sie
zrolg pierwszego autora w 60,5% przypadkow,
a z rolg ostatniego —w 22,2%. Po uwzglednieniu réw-
nowaznych pierwszych i ostatnich odsetek pokrywa-
nia sie rol autora korespondencyjnego i pierwszego
ro$nie do 60,9%, a korespondencyjnego i ostatnie-
go —do 22,3%. Role réwnowaznego pierwszego
autora i autora korespondencyjnego pokrywaja sie
w 0,3% prac, z kolei role rbwnowaznego ostatnie-

go autora i autora korespondencyjnego — w 0,1%.

Reasumujac: chociaz w ponad potowie badanych
publikacji wieloautorskich role autora pierwsze-
go i autora korespondencyjnego odgrywa ten sam
cztonek zespotu, nie mozna obu powyzszych funk-
cji utozsamiac. Co piaty autor korespondencyjny

jest jednoczesnie ostatnim autorem.

W badanym zbiorze prac znajduje sie 499 publi-
kacji, w ktérych oznaczono réwnowaznych pierw-
szych autoréw. Na podstawie danych przedstawio-
nych w tab. 2 mozna zauwazy¢, ze 171 prac (34,2%)
z rbwnowaznym pierwszym autorem zostato opu-
blikowanych w 2021 r. Widoczny jest systematyczny
wzrost popularnosci praktyki wyszczegdlniania réw-

nowaznego wkfadu autoréw w powstanie publikacji.

PODSUMOWANIE

Rosngca liczba autoréw w publikacjach sktania sro-
dowisko naukowe do zadawania pytan o nature

autorstwa. ,W koricu jak wiele oséb moze trzymaé
jedno pidro?” — pytajg Drummond Rennie i Annet-
te Flanagin [15]. Ze wzgledu na ztozono$¢ tematu
odpowiedz na pytanie o nature autorstwa musi
by¢ wielowatkowa. Przegladajgc rézne rekomen-
dacje dla redaktoréw i autoréw (nie tylko ICMJE),
mozna zauwazy¢ zmiane paradygmatu. Autorstwo
nie wydaje sie juz utozsamiane z trzymaniem pio-
ra, ale ze znaczacym wktadem intelektualnym i od-
powiedzialnoscig. Naturalng konsekwencje stano-
wi dyskusja o mierzalnosci wktadu oraz zakresie

odpowiedzialnosci.

Postrzeganie pozycji autora pierwszego, kore-
spondencyjnego i starszego jako kluczowych
jest w srodowisku nauk biomedycznych mocno
ugruntowane. Inaczej jest w przypadku prakty-
ki deklarowania przez autoréw réwnowaznego
wktadu w prace. Chociaz nie brakuje gtoséw kry-
tycznych wobec tego rozwigzania, stato sie ono
faktem — jak wykazano w przytoczonej literaturze
i badaniu wtasnym. Istotne wydaje sie zatem, aby
narzedzia informacji naukowej, takie jak nauko-
we bazy danych, odpowiednio oznaczaty wktad
réwnowazny i umozliwiaty przetwarzanie infor-

macji o nim.

REFERENCE LIST

1. Shaffer E. Too many authors spoil the cred-
it. Canadian Journal of Gastroenterolo-
gy & Hepatology. 2014;28(11):605. doi:
10.1155/2014/381676

2. Greene M. The demise of the lone author.
Nature. 2007;450(7173):1165. doi: 10.1038/
4501165a

3. Kharasch ED, Avram MJ, Bateman BT, Clark
JD, Culley DJ, Davidson AJ, Houle TT, Jiang Y,
Levy JH, London MJ, Sleigh JW, Vutskits L. Au-
thorship and Publication Matters: Credit and
Credibility. Anesthesiology. 2021;135(1):1-8.
doi: 10.1097/aln.0000000000003830

4. Tilak G, Prasad V, Jena AB. Authorship Infla-
tion in Medical Publications. Inquiry. 2015;52.
doi: 10.1177/0046958015598311

5. Smith E, Williams-Jones B. Authorship and
responsibility in health sciences research:
a review of procedures for fairly allocating
authorship in multi-author studies. Science
and Engineering Ethics. 2012;18(2):199-212.
doi: 10.1007/511948-011-9263-5

6. Cronin B. Hyperauthorship: A postmodern
perversion or evidence of a structural shift
in scholarly communication practices? Jour-
nal of the American Society for Information
Science and Technology. 2001;52(7):558-69.
doi: 10.1002/asi.1097

10.

12

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

201512022 [[g————

Claxton LD. Scientific authorship. Part 2. His-
tory, recurring issues, practices, and guide-
lines. Mutation Research. 2005;589(1):31—
—45. doi: 10.1016/j.mrrev.2004.07.002
Halperin EC. Publish or perish—and bankrupt
the medical library while we’re at it. Academic
Medicine. 1999;74(5):470-2

King C. Multiauthor Papers: Onward and Up-
ward [Internet]. Clarivate; [cited 30.09.2022.]
Available from: http://archive.sciencewatch.
com/newsletter/2012/201207/multiauthor_
papers/

Biagioli M. LIFE SCIENCES FORUM The Instabil-
ity of Authorship: Credit and Responsibility in
Contemporary Biomedicine. The FASEB Jour-
nal. 1998;12(1):3-16. doi 10.1096/fsb2fasebj.
12.1.3

Weeks WB, Wallace AE, Kimberly BCS. Chang-
es in authorship patterns in prestigious US
medical journals. Social Science & Medi-
cine. 2004;59(9):1949-54. doi: 10.1016/
j.socscimed.2004.02.029

Castelvecchi D. Physics paper sets record
with more than 5,000 authors. Nature. 2015.
doi: 10.1038/nature.2015.17567

Wren JD, Kozak KZ, Johnson KR, Deakyne SJ,
Schilling LM, Dellavalle RP. The write position.
A survey of perceived contributions to papers
based on byline position and number of au-
thors. EMBO Reports. 2007;8(11):988-91.
doi: 10.1038/sj.embor.7401095

Biagioli MC, J. Derish, P. Gruber, M. Rennie,
D. Horton, R. CSE Task Force on Authorship
[Internet]. Council of Science Editors; [cited
30.09.2022.] Available from: https://www.
councilscienceeditors.org/resource-library/
editorial-policies/cse-policies/retreat-and-
task-force-papers/authorship-task-force/
cse-task-force-on-authorship/

Rennie D, Flanagin A. Authorship! Author-
ship!: Guests, Ghosts, Grafters, and the
Two-Sided Coin. JAMA. 1994;271(6):469-71.
doi: 10.1001/jama.1994.03510300075043
Clapham P. Publish or Perish. BioScience.
2005;55(5):390-1. doi: 10.1641/0006-3568
(2005)055[0390:Pop]2.0.Co;2

Guraya SY, Norman RI, Khoshhal KI, Guraya SS,
Forgione A. Publish or Perish mantra in the
medical field: A systematic review of the rea-
sons, consequences and remedies. Pakistan
Journal of Medical Sciences. 2016;32(6):1562—
~7. doi: 10.12669/pjms.326.10490

Abbott A. Stress, anxiety, harassment: huge
survey reveals pressures of scientists’ work-
ing lives. Nature. 2020;577(7791):460-1.
doi: 10.1038/d41586-020-00101-9
Boulbes DR, Costello T, Baggerly K, Fan F,
Wang R, Bhattacharya R, Ye X, Ellis LM.


http://archive.sciencewatch.com/newsletter/2012/201207/multiauthor_papers/
http://archive.sciencewatch.com/newsletter/2012/201207/multiauthor_papers/
http://archive.sciencewatch.com/newsletter/2012/201207/multiauthor_papers/
https://www.councilscienceeditors.org/resource-library/editorial-policies/cse-policies/retreat-and-task-force-papers/authorship-task-force/cse-task-force-on-authorship/
https://www.councilscienceeditors.org/resource-library/editorial-policies/cse-policies/retreat-and-task-force-papers/authorship-task-force/cse-task-force-on-authorship/
https://www.councilscienceeditors.org/resource-library/editorial-policies/cse-policies/retreat-and-task-force-papers/authorship-task-force/cse-task-force-on-authorship/
https://www.councilscienceeditors.org/resource-library/editorial-policies/cse-policies/retreat-and-task-force-papers/authorship-task-force/cse-task-force-on-authorship/
https://www.councilscienceeditors.org/resource-library/editorial-policies/cse-policies/retreat-and-task-force-papers/authorship-task-force/cse-task-force-on-authorship/

——M 20512022

20.

21.

22,

23.

24,

25.

A Survey on Data Reproducibility and the
Effect of Publication Process on the Ethical
Reporting of Laboratory Research. Clinical
Cancer Research. 2018;24(14):3447-55. doi:
10.1158/1078-0432.Ccr-18-0227

Resnik DB, Tyler AM, Black JR, Kissling G. Au-
thorship policies of scientific journals. Jour-
nal of Medical Ethics. 2016;42(3):199-202.
doi: 10.1136/medethics-2015-103171
About ICMIE [Internet]. ICMJE; [cited
30.09.2022.] Available from: https://www.
icmje.org/about-icmje/

Purpose of the Recommendations [Internet].
ICMIJE; [cited 30.09.2022.] Available from:
https://www.icmje.org/recommendations/
browse/about-the-recommendations/pur-
pose-of-the-recommendations.html
Journals stating that they follow the ICMJE
Recommendations [Internet]. ICMJE; [cited
30.09.2022.] Available from: https://www.
icmje.org/journals-following-the-icmje-rec-
ommendations/

Defining the Role of Authors and Contrib-
utors [Internet]. ICMJE; [cited 30.09.2022.]
Available from: https://www.icmje.org/
recommendations/browse/roles-and-re-
sponsibilities/defining-the-role-of-au-
thors-and-contributors.html

Liu XZ, Fang H. Scientific group leaders’ au-
thorship preferences: an empirical investi-
gation. Scientometrics. 2014;98(2):909-25.
doi: 10.1007/s11192-013-1083-8

Krzysztof Wiodarczyk

University Library, Medical University of Warsaw, Poland

Correspondence: krzysztof.wlodarczyk@wum.edu.pl

ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2951-3120

26.

2.

28.

30.

31

32.

Burrows S, Moore M. Trends in Author-
ship Order in Biomedical Research Publi-
cations. Journal of Electronic Resources in
Medical Libraries. 2011;8(2):155—-68. doi:
10.1080/15424065.2011.576613

Conte ML, Maat SL, Omary MB. Increased
co-first authorships in biomedical and clin-
ical publications: a call for recognition. The
FASEB Journal. 2013;27(10):3902-4. doi:
10.1096/fj.13-235630

Kempers RD. Ethical issues in biomedical
publications. Fertility and Sterility. 2002;
77(5):883-8. doi: 10.1016/5S0015-0282
(02)03076-5

. Baerlocher MO, Newton M, Gautam T, Tom-

linson G, Detsky AS. The meaning of author
order in medical research. Journal of Inves-
tigative Medicine. 2007;55(4):174-80. doi:
10.2310/6650.2007.06044

Frandsen TF, Nicolaisen J. What is in a name?
Credit assignment practices in different disci-
plines. Journal of Informetrics. 2010;4(4):608-
17. doi: 10.1016/}.j0i.2010.06.010
Riesenberg D, Lundberg GD. The Order of Author-
ship: Who's on First? JAMA. 1990;264(14):1857.
doi: 10.1001/jama.1990.03450140079039

Van Praag CM, Van Praag BMS. The Bene-
fits of Being Economics Professor A (rather
than Z). Economica. 2008;75(300):782-96.
doi: 10.1111/j.1468-0335.2007.00653.x

33.

34,

35.

36.

37

38.

39.

40.

mepicaL uNIversiTY oF warsaw [JE————

Bhattacharya S. Authorship issue explained.
Indian Journal of Plastic Surgery. 2010;
43(2):233-4. doi: 10.4103/0970-0358.73482
Hosseini M, Bruton SV. A qualitative study
of Equal Co-First Authorship. Accountabil-
ity in Research. 2020;27(8):496-520. doi:
10.1080/08989621.2020.1776122

Hosseini M. Equal Co-authorship Practices:
Review and Recommendations. Science and
Engineering Ethics. 2020;26(3):1133-48. doi:
10.1007/s11948-020-00183-8
Agoramoorthy G. Multiple First Authors as
Equal Contributors: Is It Ethical? Science and
Engineering Ethics. 2017;23(2):625-7. doi:
10.1007/s11948-016-9794-x

Moustafa K. Contributorships Are Not ‘Weigh-
able’ to be Equal. Trends in Biochemical
Sciences. 2016;41(5):389-90. doi: 10.1016/
jtibs.2016.03.001

Cappell MS. Equal authorship for equal au-
thors: personal experience as an equal au-
thor in twenty peer-reviewed medical publica-
tions during the last three years. Journal of the
Medical Library Association. 2016;104(4):363—
4. doi: 10.3163/1536-5050.104.4.022
Davidson M. Equal Contribution for Au-
thors in PubMed. NLM Technical Bulletin.
2017;(418):e5.

Lapidow A, Scudder P. Shared first author-
ship. Journal of the Medical Library Associ-
ation. 2019;107(4):618-20. doi: 10.5195/
jmla.2019.700



https://www.icmje.org/about-icmje/
https://www.icmje.org/about-icmje/
https://www.icmje.org/recommendations/browse/about-the-recommendations/purpose-of-the-recommendations.html
https://www.icmje.org/recommendations/browse/about-the-recommendations/purpose-of-the-recommendations.html
https://www.icmje.org/recommendations/browse/about-the-recommendations/purpose-of-the-recommendations.html
https://www.icmje.org/journals-following-the-icmje-recommendations/
https://www.icmje.org/journals-following-the-icmje-recommendations/
https://www.icmje.org/journals-following-the-icmje-recommendations/
https://www.icmje.org/recommendations/browse/roles-and-responsibilities/defining-the-role-of-authors-and-contributors.html
https://www.icmje.org/recommendations/browse/roles-and-responsibilities/defining-the-role-of-authors-and-contributors.html
https://www.icmje.org/recommendations/browse/roles-and-responsibilities/defining-the-role-of-authors-and-contributors.html
https://www.icmje.org/recommendations/browse/roles-and-responsibilities/defining-the-role-of-authors-and-contributors.html
mailto:krzysztof.wlodarczyk@wum.edu.pl
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2951-3120

