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Guide to Good Authorship Practice and adopting CRediT

Section 1: Introduction
1.1 Aim & scope 
This guide aims to promote fair and equitable authorship practice, including how to adopt a contributor role framework (using CRediT as an example), so that all contributions can be recognised appropriately. It explains the UofG requirements for authorship and CRediT and provides practical guidance on how to support these expectations. We provide general guidance here as we appreciate that there can be differences between disciplines, publishers and institutions regarding authorship best practice. 
The guide was created by the Research Governance and Integrity Team in Research Services in consultation with the Library Open Research team and the Good Research Practice network at UofG. 
Who is the guide for? This guide is relevant for anyone at UofG who is publishing outputs from their research or scholarship, including MPA staff, and is recommended reading even for those who are not directly involved in authorship decisions. 
1.2 Quick links: jump to relevant sections
· Good Practice in Authorship from Planning to Publication in 6 steps! 
· Infographic of the above 6 steps guide
· What is the difference between an author / contributor / acknowledgement?
· The corresponding author role
· What is CRediT? What are the benefits and how can you use it? 
· Authorship criteria
· Recognising contributions from non-academics
· Author or Acknowledgement?
· Challenges
· Help and support for authorship issues
1.3 Quick links: external resources
1. UKRIO Authorship Good Practice Guide
2. Tenzing app for tracking CRediT roles 
3. How to implement CRediT guidance
1.4 UK Sector Guidelines
UKRIO, the UK’s advisory body on Research Integrity, have published Good Authorship Practice guidance (part of their wider Authorship Integrity Toolkit initiative). We recommend this resource for anyone who is involved in or supporting a research project – it gives clear advice on how to make fair authorship decisions and avoid authorship issues by addressing common scenarios. 
[bookmark: _1.4_What_is][bookmark: _1.5_What_is]1.5 What is the difference between author / contributor / acknowledgement? 
There is an important distinction between ‘authors’ and ‘contributors’. Contributors are all individuals who make a meaningful contribution to the research; authors need to meet the additional authorship criteria determined by the journal / publisher (for example, based on ICMJE authorship criteria). A transparent list of contributor roles (for example, using CRediT, see Section 2) can therefore help to clarify who from the group of contributors merits authorship status on the work, while also recognising the full range of contributions made. Contributors who don’t meet the authorship criteria should be added to the Acknowledgements section, with their permission. Contributor role statements are listed separately from the author list on publications – see section 2.3.
[bookmark: _1.5_The_corresponding]1.6 The corresponding author
Corresponding authors are typically responsible for being the key contact for other authors and contributors, journal editors, and readers of the published work. This work includes confirming the CRediT contributor roles on behalf of other authors and contributors. UKRIO provide useful guidance to support decisions about who should take on this role: “A corresponding author should be selected based on their ability to fulfil the associated responsibilities, not on funding considerations (many publishers determine eligibility for open access fee waivers or institutional agreements based on the corresponding author). Assigning the corresponding author role solely for financial reasons can undermine fair authorship practices.” [UKRIO, Good Authorship Practice]
[bookmark: _1.6_Other_author][bookmark: _1.7_Author_order]1.7 Author order 
For advice on best practice for agreeing on author order and authorship conventions in specific disciplines please see the UKRIO Good Authorship Practice Guidance (p9) or contact your local Good Research Practice Adviser. 
In relation to promotions, author order should not be the deciding factor. The UofG reward and recognition policies are designed to accurately assess contributions regardless of authorship order / number and a CRediT statement can help to make this clear. For example the Research & Teaching promotions criteria recommend that: “In the case of jointly authored outputs, please ensure that you describe your contribution to the output. The NISO (National Information Standards Organization) webpage may be helpful in articulating roles and contributions”.
[bookmark: _Section_2:_Contributor]Section 2: Contributor framework example: CRediT 
2.1 What is CRediT? 
CRediT (Contributor Roles Taxonomy) is an international standard for mapping contributor roles that has been adopted by many academic publishers. There are 14 roles that cover a range of contributions to research - authors will typically have multiple CRediT roles. CRediT enhances the transparency of individual roles from authors and other contributors that underpin a research output.
Online tool for creating CRediT roles: The Tenzing contributor list generator provides an easy way to record and track CRediT contributions for all individuals involved in a project. A CRediT statement can be generated from the list of contributions for adding to a manuscript. 
One CRediT role doesn’t equal authorship: “While CRediT is being used by publishers to capture information about the specific contributions of its authors, it is not designed to determine authorship” [CRediT website]. The relevant authorship criteria will still need to be met for all authors.
If the CRediT roles don’t align with your discipline: UKRIO provide this advice “Research contributors in AHSS disciplines who are interested in exploring contributorship models can adapt or extend CRediT roles to better reflect practices specific to their discipline” [UKRIO, Good Authorship Practice].
2.2 UofG guidelines on using CRediT
“The University expects that a CRediT (Contributor Roles Taxonomy) statement is included in a research publication wherever possible. All co-authors should review and confirm the roles and this information should be provided to the publisher.” [UofG Code of Good Practice in Research]. 
If there is no option to include a CRediT statement on the publication: contributor roles can be added to the Author Note (and if this is also not an option, CRediT roles can be captured for any output in the Enlighten repository).
[bookmark: _2.3_Examples_of]2.3 Examples of CRediT statements in publications
CRediT statements appear as a separate listing from the Author list and the Acknowledgements in publications as shown below: 
· MethodsX article - “CRediT authorship contribution” statement
· An example from English Literature - “Author Contributions” noted at the end 
· Wellcome Open Research platform article - “Roles” are listed on the Authors tab
· UofG Open Scholarship of Teaching and Learning Journal - see "CRediT contributions" 
2.4 Benefits of using CRediT
· An effective way to track everyone’s contributions and support fair and inclusive authorship decisions
· Enables researchers to evidence their skills for job or promotion applications 
· Increased transparency about ‘who did what’ increases accountability and responsibility for the work
· Aligns with the 5 core principles of Research Integrity 
· CRediT is an international standard now used by many academic publishers
· Having a record of individual contributor roles can help to prevent authorship disputes (and manage them if they do occur)
[bookmark: _Section_3:_Authorship]Section 3: Authorship guidelines
3.1 UofG guidelines: authorship criteria 
The University’s authorship guidelines from the Code of Good Practice in Research (below) follow the international ICMJE standard used by many journals, so they are a useful guide for authorship discussions if target journals are not yet known. The use of the word ‘expects’ in the guidance below therefore offers some flexibility where the target journal criteria is different (e.g. journals using the standard by McNutt et al) or where disciplines have their own authorship conventions (such as Particle and High Energy Physics where one article can include thousands of authors).
According to the UofG Code of Good Practice in Research – Authorship section the University expects authorship to be based on:
1. Substantial contributions to the conception or design of the work; or the acquisition, analysis, or interpretation of data for the work; AND
2. Drafting the work or revising it critically for important intellectual content; AND
3. Final approval of the version to be published; AND
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.
“In addition to being accountable for the parts of the work they have done, an author should be able to identify which co-authors are responsible for specific other parts of the work. Authors ought also to have confidence in the integrity of the contributions of their co-authors".
3.2 UofG guidelines: acknowledgements 
The Code of Good Practice in Research recommends that: “Contributions to the work that do not qualify for authorship must be acknowledged formally” and “Authors are responsible for obtaining written permission from persons acknowledged by name.”
In a nutshell: Everyone who made a ‘substantial contribution’ to the research should have the chance to be an author on a paper. Other contributors who don't meet authorship criteria should instead be listed in the acknowledgements, with their permission. 
What defines a ‘substantial contribution’ can be open to interpretation and should ideally be agreed upon during the initial stages of the research (see section 5.2).
[bookmark: _Section_4:_Contributions]Section 4: Contributions from technical and other core staff
4.1 Recognising contributions from non-academics
It is vital that those who carried out the work get recognition for their contribution on publications including technical and other core staff. The UKRIO Good Authorship Practice Guide advises that: “individuals who have not traditionally been offered authorship opportunities are recognised when their contributions meet the chosen criteria. This can include research technicians, data infrastructure specialists, librarians, information specialists (who may run searches, write up articles, etc.), fieldworkers or community partners (in co-produced research – patients, community and indigenous society members, carers, etc.). Contributions to experimental design, data acquisition, or analysis might fulfil authorship criteria”. This resource from College Librarians at UofG describes the advantages of having Librarians as co-authors in systematic and scoping reviews.
This inclusive practice should not diminish the contributions of authors who would traditionally be included; the UofG reward and recognition policies are designed to accurately assess contributions regardless of authorship order / number and a CRediT statement can help to make this clear (see also section 1.7 on author order). 
[bookmark: _4.2_Author_or]4.2 Author or Acknowledgement?
Contributors are all individuals who make a meaningful contribution to the research; authors need to meet the additional authorship criteria determined by the journal / publisher (for example, based on ICMJE authorship criteria). Contributors who don’t meet the authorship criteria should be added to the Acknowledgements section, with their permission.
· ICMJE give examples of ‘Non-Author Contributors’: acquisition of funding; general supervision of a research group or general administrative support; and writing assistance, technical editing, language editing, and proofreading.
· The University of Southampton have a useful guide that gives a clear distinction between technical staff contributions for authorship /acknowledgements, along with example scenarios that could support fair decisions for authorship or acknowledgment. Although designed for technical staff, this guidance could be adapted for different scenarios.
Section 5: Authorship and CRediT good practice
[bookmark: _5.1_Our_Infographic]5.1 Infographic: Good Authorship & CRediT from Planning to Publication 
Our infographic summarises the six steps below. 
[bookmark: _5.2_Six_steps]5.2 Six steps from planning to publication
1. Discuss contributor roles and authorship at the earliest stage: allow time for discussing authorship and expected contributions, especially for complex scenarios such as interdisciplinary collaborations, international collaborations or co-production with non-academics. What counts as a ‘substantial contribution’ for the project? How will you decide what work will merit authorship / acknowledgement? What will you do if there is an authorship disagreement? Using an Authorship Strategy Agreement is recommended to get clarity on these points and support fair decisions.
2. Record CRediT roles for everyone involved and review throughout the project: the Tenzing contributor list generator is a helpful tool for this. 
3. Agree and document decisions: this could be the responsibility of one or two members of the team to keep an accurate record throughout the project. 
4. Check the authorship criteria for the target journal (and be aware of any funder requirements around authorship too): the journal criteria might be different from the UofG criteria or different discipline conventions can apply. Funders may have general requirements around integrity in authorship practice which can include transparency in authorship contributions (e.g. Wellcome Trust requires authors to use CRediT) and how to acknowledge the source of funding. 
5. Keep contact details for people who leave before publication: if a member of the project leaves UofG, keep the channels of communication open about any papers in progress to ensure individuals who did the work still have the opportunity to be involved.  A reminder that everyone who makes a substantial contribution to the work  (as defined in step 1) should be given the opportunity to draft and review the paper.
6. Include the contributor statement at the submission stage: publishers can vary. If there is no CRediT field in the journal, you can add your own contributor statement to the publication or the Enlighten repository can record CRediT statements if there is no other suitable place provided by the publisher.
[bookmark: _Section_6:_Challenges]Section 6: Challenges and discussion points

Sector guidance on using CRediT statements vs publisher practice: the CRediT website recommends that all contributors are listed using CRediT “including those who meet authorship criteria and those who may be listed in an Acknowledgement section of an article”. This can be challenging to achieve depending on how the publisher adopts CRediT: 
· The journal BMJ includes non-authors as standard: "we list contributors (some of whom may not be included as authors) at the end of the paper, giving details of who did what in planning, conducting, and reporting the work.”
· Other publishers might only support the CRediT role information for authors. In these cases, though, it may still be possible to use the standard CRediT format in the Acknowledgements. 
· Section 2.3 shows the variation in how publishers adopt the CRediT contributor roles. 
What happens if someone declines to be listed on a publication? On the one hand, it is important to accurately explain who collected/analysed the data in the case of future integrity investigations. On the other hand, there are cases where researchers have removed themselves from authorship lists despite clearly meeting the criteria. The UKRIO Authorship Guidance section on ‘Maintaining transparency when authorship is declined’ suggests a robust way for authors to navigate this scenario. 
[bookmark: _Section_7:_Help]Section 7: Help and support 

We appreciate that this is a big topic with disciplinary differences as well as variations in publisher practice and in guidance from institutions. Please get in touch with the team at research-integrity@gla.ac.uk if you have questions or comments about the above information. We encourage readers to let us know about examples of best practice in authorship / contributorship. 
Authorship disputes and contacts
Author disputes are not uncommon across the sector and may be influenced by power dynamics and issues related to equality, diversity and inclusion (EDI), which can affect how contributions are recognised. Intentional ‘guest authorship’ (where someone is given authorship status without meeting the criteria, e.g. to add greater impact), ‘gift authorship’ (where someone is granted authorship without meeting the criteria, often as a favour) and 'ghost authorship’ (where someone who qualifies for authorship is omitted from the author list) are all breaches of good research practice. However, authorship disputes can often be resolved informally and the UKRIO Model Authorship Disputes Process provides guidance on how to approach these issues.
If you are experiencing authorship issues at UofG, confidential support is available via contacts within Schools (each School has a local ‘Good Research Practice Adviser’) or the Colleges (each College has a ‘Good Research Practice Champion’) and from the central team: 
· List of Good Research Practice Champions and Advisers 
· Central Research Integrity Team contact: research-integrity@glasgow.ac.uk 
· List of routes to report bad research practice
Library Open Research team support
The Library Open Research team have guidance on their Before submission webpage with key considerations for authors when planning a publication. You can also contact the team at research-openaccess@glasgow.ac.uk for any queries on recording CRediT contributions for Enlighten.

CRediTs
Elinor Toland (writing – original draft, writing – review & editing), Lisa DeBruine (writing – review & editing), Mary Donaldson (writing – review & editing), Sonja Franke-Arnold (writing – review & editing), Louise Kennefick (writing – review & editing), Matt Mahon (writing – review & editing), Valerie McCutcheon (writing – review & editing), Amanda McKenna (writing – review & editing), Simon Milling (writing – review & editing), Sam Oakley (writing – review & editing), Dahlia Porter (writing – review & editing)
This work is open access and is licenced under the Creative Commons Attribution Licence.
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