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About me (declarations)
A F1000 Director of Strategic Initiatives (2@LBresent)

A Head of Evaluation at Wel

come (200015 )

A Coled development of project CRediT (20]fresent)

A ORCID, Board of Directors (2@12015)
A Software Sustainability Institute, Advisory Board (26 pgesent)
A Crossref, Board of Directors (204 present)

A Visiting Senior Research Fellow, Policy Institute @ KCL
A Love all things researchnmelal G 3 WNB &SI NOF



What | am going to cover

1. Origins of the Contributor Roles Taxonomy (CRediT)

2. Adoption and implementation
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4. Debate & discussion
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Problems with authorship in scholarly publishing
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Does authorship reflect contribution?

THE AUTHOR LIST: &IVING CREDIT WHERE CREDIT IS DUE

. The third author The second-to-last
The first 3&‘“'”5”' First year student who actually did author
?13““3" gra ﬁ'“ﬂenﬁ on the experiments, performed the Ambitious assistant pro-
} @ project. Made the analysis and wrote the whole paper. fessor or post-doc who
Igures. Thinks being third author 1s “fair”. instigated the paper.

Michaels, C., Lee, E. F., Sap, P. S., Nichols, 8. T., Oliveira, L., Smith, B. 5.

8
b
Y The second author The last author

: The middle authors ,
 GEEReaes  Dipdane  Eeeloen
3 butwas induded becauise really reads. Reserved he got the funding, and his
5 he/she hung around the girmap ][r“r #E.dﬂlrﬂﬁ[aﬂﬁ and famous name will get the
% meetings (usually for the food). echnical sta. paper accepted.

Wwu.phdcomics.com



Problems with authorship in scholarly publishing
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Article
August 20, 1997

When Authorship Fails
A Proposal to Make Contributors Accountable

Drummaond Rennie, MD: Veronica Yanlk: Linda Emanuel, MD, PhD

The JAMA Network'

> Author Affiliations
JAMA. 1997,278(7):579-585. doi:10.1001/jama.1997.03550070071041

thebmj Research v Education v News & Views v Campaigns ~

Editorials

Authorship: time for a paradigm shift?

BMJ] 1997 ;314 doi: https://doi.org/10.1136/bm;|.314.7086.992 (Published 05 April 1997)
Cite this as: BMJ] 1997:314:992




Problems with authorship in scholarly publishing
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3. There has been a demise of the lone author (in most discipline
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Demise of the lone author

NATURE| Vol 450/20/27 December 2007

ESSAY

The demise of the lone author

As the average number of contributors to individual papers continues to rise,
science’s credit system is under pressure to evolve.

Mott Greene

Any issue of Nafure today has nearly the
same number of Articles and Letters as
one from 1950, but about four times as
many authors. The lone author has all but
disappeared. In most fields outside math-
ematics, fewer and fewer people know
enough to work and write alone. If they
could, and could spare the time and effort
to do so, their funding agencies and home
institutions would not permit it.

Scientific papers have always con-
tained two quantities — the incre-  §
ment of new science and the credit
for its discovery. From the late 16005
until about 1920, the rule was one
author per paper: an individual
produced an increment of science
and obtained a corresponding
increment of credit. This sym-
metry was breached in the 1920s,
dunmbhed in the 19505, and largely

doned by the 1980s. Colksbora-
tonin mullldxmplum) researchis
now universal as well as essential,
and we determine from the list of
authors who shares in the credit.
Cariously, however, in most jour-
nals we are not told which of these
did what part of the work, nor may
we be certain (have we ceased to
care?) who drafied the paper.

The ruling convention of multiple
authorship is that all authors shared in
the work more or less equally and, if the
first author or two takes the role of ‘first
among equals’ all listed authors take full
credit for the contents of the paper. This
is easy enough to swallow where three or
four authors are concerned, harder when
there are eight to ten authors, and almost
impossible with twenty or fifty — letalone
hundreds, as in some sequencing papers.

It would, of course, be possible to spec-
ify in detail, as in movie credits, who did
what on a scientific paper: there is simply
no widespread pressure to do so. Nature's
editor Philip Campbell introduced a policy
in 1999 of including a statement of author
contributions in each paper (see Nature
399,393;1999). Although this is voluntary,
authors in Nafure are increasingly taking
up the option.

Fortunately, where there are large num-
bers there are laws, and where there are
laws there are results to be had. Lotkas law,
obtained empirically by the mathemati-
clan Alfred Lotka in 1926 and many times

.E,r

confirmed, is a rough "inverse-square law
of scientific productivity” For every 100
authors who each produce a scientific paper
in a given period, there will be 25 authors
who produce two, 11 who produce three,
and one author who produces ten or more.

The appreciation of Lotka's law has
allowed the continuation, in a world of
clearly shared credit and hazily specified

responsibility, of
citation counting as the principal means of

Mishing scientificp ceand repu-
tation. No matter how many co-authors you
have, the more times your name sppears on
asclentific publication, the more productive
you are assumed to be, and the more worthy
of support. It can even be shown that Lotkas
law predicts the ranking distribution of an
author within an author list, and their climb
up the scientific ladder.

The only natural force opposing the util-
ity of Lotka’s law bas been Goodhart’s law,
from the economist Charles Goodhart: "Any
observed statistical regularity will tend to
collapse once pressure is placed upon it for
control purposes” Once citation counting
became established as a means to &
prominence, players began to ‘game the sys-
tem’ based on their knowledge of that stand-
ard, and the metric ceased to have a close

W2007 Nature Publishing Group

refation to the outcome it was designed to
measure. Such attempts led to the somewhat
occult business of impact factors, impact
journals, author rank within a paper, and
other such countermeasures to re-establish
the utility of citation counting.

Until very recently, the combination
of Lotkas law and impact factors at least
held such ‘author gaming’ to a draw.
Now cracks are appearing in the system.

It seems that Lotka’s law applies only =
when papers with 100 or more authors 2

are rare. When these become com-
mon, the disjunction between the
. number of papers being counted
| and the number of authors enter-
| ing the system per paper becomes
| o large that the power-law dis-
. tribution of multiple author-
+  ships breaks down.
The ability of Lotkas law to
equate frequency of authorship
with scientific rank is buckling
as more and more areas of science
— genomics, proteomics, climate
modelling and particle physics
are the most prominent — regu-
larly produce papers with more
than 100 authors. Further evolu-
tion of the system is likely in the
shart term.
I predict that in those fields
where multiple authorship
endangers the author credit
system we shall soon see insti-
tutionally initiated restriction on
the number of authors. Paradoxi-
cally, this is likely to be endorsed
by all parties as preferable to cin-
ema-style specification of who actually
did what. Most will prefer full credit for a
few papers to little or no credit for many,
considering where it matters most: uni-
versity committees in charge of tenure,
promotion and salary increments based
on scholarly production. Given Nature's
role in determining, as well as chronicling,
how science is reported (see Nature 450, 1;
2007), interested parties could watch these
pages to see whether a trend towards more
restricted authorship is emerging. [ ]
Mott Greene is John Magee professor of
science and values at the University of
Puget Sound, Tacoma, Washington, USA.

This Essay is part of a history website
celebrating the launch next month of the
complete online archive of Nature.

# www.nature.com/nature/history
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Authorship: are the days of the lone
research ranger numbered?

Data suggest that single authorship is continuing to decline across the world,

but will it always have a place?

July 3, 2019
By Simon Baker

Twitter: @HigherBaker

A common refrain in modern research is
the need to increase collaboration,
whether that is internally within a
university, between academics in different
countries or reaching across disparate
disciplines.

It has inevitably led to a growing amount
of research being authored by more than
one academic, and in some cases

publications can list hundreds of scholars

Source: Getty




Shrinking share of solauthored papers
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Problems with authorship in scholarly publishing
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The jump in average number of authors listed on a paper is driven by the physical sciences.
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Paper authorship goes hyper

A single field is behind the rise of thousand-author papers
30 January 2018

Ssmriti Mallapaty

Ch 2m |Str!||' E arth .;E,; |_ |fE S E]E-n i F'h FE] I:al .'E'll | S I:IJ [ I:'._tE The team operating the ATLAS detector at CERN, Switzerland, authored a 5,00; ;utnor paper in 2016

Environmental Sciences
Sciences

Only papers included in the 68 journals tracked by the Nature Index are represented.
source: Nature Index * Created with Datawrapper

https://www.natureindex.com/news-blog/paper-authorship-goeshyper
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