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1. Ugel
Metodicky pokyn navazuje na Smlouvu o vzajemné spolupraci pfi vykazovani vysledku védy
a vyzkumu mezi Lékarskou fakultou Masarykovy univerzity (LF MU) a Fakultni nemocnici
Brno (FN Brno) podepsanou dne 21. prosince 2012 (dale jen Smlouva). Obecna pravidla pro
vykazovani vysledkl jsou uvedena jako Pfiloha €. 4 na strané 13 tohoto Metodického
pokynu. Druhy vysledk( védecko-vyzkumné Cinnosti, na které se vztahuje tento Metodicky
pokyn, jsou uvedeny v PFiloze €. 3 na stranach 11 az 12 tohoto Metodického pokynu.

Ugelem tohoto Metodického pokynu je stanovit pfesny postup pro hlaseni vysledkii vé&decko-
vyzkumné c¢innosti (dale jen vysledkd) na LF MU a FN Brno, pro jejich evidenci a jejich
vkladani do narodni databaze.

2. Oblast platnosti

Tento postup je zavazny pro vSechny autory vysledk( védecko-vyzkumné Cinnosti, ktefi jsou,
Ci v Case vzniku vysledku byli, v pracovnépravnim vztahu k LF MU, FN Brno ¢i k obéma
institucim.

Pfipadné poruseni pravidel uvedenych v tomto Metodickém pokynu je porusenim povinnosti
zameéstnance.

3. Pojmy a zkratky

3.1. Pojmy

Afiliace Pfifazeni firmy nebo instituce

Vysledek védecko- Vysledek zakladniho a aplikovaného vyzkumu, ve vyvoji a nebo v
vyzkumné &innosti inovacich

3.2. Zkratky

FN Brno - Fakultni nemocnice Brno

LF MU - Lékarska fakulta Masarykovy Univerzity

RIV - Rejstfik informaci o vysledcich

VaVv - Véda a vyzkum

4. Metodicky pokyn pro hlaseni vysledku védecko-vyzkumné €innosti

4.1. Vyznam a zasady urceni autorstvi

Autorstvi védecké publikace Ci jiného vysledku védecko-vyzkumné cinnosti (patentu,
uzitného vzoru) se sebou ve stdle rostouci mife nese velmi zavazné akademickeé,
spoleCenské a ekonomické atributy. Pfispéni ke vzniku vysledk( védy a vyzkumu je na
celém svété klicovym predpokladem pro ziskani védeckych tituld a akademickych pozic, pro
ziskani grantové podpory, pro ocenéni védeckou komunitou, pro budovani dobrého jména
védecko-vyzkumnych instituci a dalSich. Tyto nezpochybnitelné skuteénosti tak stavi otazku
autorstvi do stale viditelnéjSiho svétla a je proto povinnosti kazdého vyzkumnika
(potencialniho autora) aby se ji s nejvétsi vaznosti zabyval.

Velmi zfetelnym dokladem, Ze autorstvi nelze lehkovazné pfisoudit komukoli za pouze
marginalni pfispéni je skutecnost, Ze redakce prestiznich védeckych €asopisu dnes témér
bez vyjimky poZaduji explicitni vyjadieni formy/podoby pfispéni kazdého jednotlivého autora
a tato informace je v pfipadé pfijeti védeckého &lanku publikovana jako jeho nedilna soucast.
V redakcich takovych &asopisu pak bez této informace neni rukopis ¢lanku ani pfijat



k oponentnimu fizeni. Ackoli kvantita a kvalita pfispéni ,pozadovana“ pro autorstvi neni
jednoznacné definovana, nej¢astéji jsou pouzivana nasledujici tfi kritéria: 1) zasadni pfispéni
ke koncepci a dizajnu prace, k ziskani dat, jejich analyze a interpretaci; 2) sepsani rukopisu
Ci jeho kriticka revize z pohledu védeckého obsahu; a 3) vyjadfeni souhlasu s konecnou
verzi rukopisu v jeho prepublikaéni podobé. Soucasné se pak oCekava, ze autofi jsou ti, ktefi
pfispéli ke véem tfem uvedenym prvkim, tfebaze tak bylo v rizné mife dané rozdilnosti
jejich odbornych expertiz. Tato kritéria jsou také, ne bezvyznamné, doporucena
»international Committee of Medical Journal Editors*.

Pfevedeno do pracovni reality, cinnosti jako jsou napfiklad: i) rutinni manipulace
s experimentalnimi zvifaty ¢i buné&nymi kulturami, ii) asistence pfi odbéru &i zpracovani
vzorkl, iii) rutinni analyzy (bez ohledu na sofistikovanost pouzitych pfistrojd), iv)
komentovani textu rukopisu z pohledu jeho frazeologie nebo sémantiky, v) jakykoli finanéni
podil na nakladech spojenych s vyzkumnou ¢innosti, €i vi) obecna supervize vyzkumné
skupiny z pozice vedouciho samy o sobé zpravidla nemohou byt dostatenym divodem pro
uznani autorstvi. Tyto a jim podobné zpusoby pfispéni ke vzniku zverejnitelného védeckého
vysledku by mély byt ,ocenény“ formou jmenovitého uvedeni v odstavci standardné
nazyvaném ,Acknowledgment® (Uznani). VySe zminéna expertni skupina, ,International
Committee of Medical Journal Editors®, také doporucuje vhodné formulace charakterizujici
zpUsoby pfispéni, které zpravidla nezakladaji narok na autorstvi, jako napfiklad: ,slouzil jako
védecky poradce®; ,kriticky zhodnotil navrh studie; ,sumarizoval data®; ¢i ,zajistil a staral se
0 pacienty pouzité ve studii®.

V souc€asné dobé zacaly nékteré ¢asopisy pozadovat, aby jeden &i vice autoru byli uvedeni
jako ,garant/i“, ktefi byli/jsou zodpovédni za integritu studie od jejiho uplného za&atku az do
okamziku publikovani. Vyznamnost takové garance je zfejma zejména u multicentrickych
studii, kde faktor koordinace hraje zcela zasadni ulohu.

Z vySe uvedeného je ziejmé, ze byt ,autorem znamena byt nékym, kdo ma zejména
zasadni intelektualni pfispéni k publikované studii. Autor musi byt schopen jasné
identifikovat svoje pfispéni ke studii stejné jako pfispéni dalSich spoluautord a musi byt
kompletné a bezvyhradné srozumén se vSemi védeckymi i formalnimi aspekty studie.
S cilem stimulovat v8echny pracovniky LF MU a FN Brno ke ztotoznéni se s témito
elementarnimi zasadami urCovani autorstvi definuje ,Smlouva o vzajemné spolupraci pfi
vykazovani vysledkd védy a vyzkumu“ a jeji pfiloha takzvaného ,zodpovidajiciho autora“
(uvedena jako Prfiloha €. 4 na strané 13 tohoto Metodického pokynu). Funkce
,zodpovidajiciho autora“ proto neni omezena na pouhé zajisténi spravného vykazani
vysledku, ale je naopak zcela instrumentalni pro zodpovédné uréeni autorstvi studie v duchu
,garanta“ definovaného v pfedchozim odstavci.

Vice informaci na téma etiky autorstvi ziskate ¢tenim Pfilohy €. 1 (Guidelines - Committee of
Publication Ethics; http://publicationethics.org/resources/quidelines) a Pfilohy ¢&. 2
(International Committee of Medical Journal Editors - Uniform Requirements for Manuscripts
Submitted to Biomedical Journals, Ethical Considerations in the Conduct and Reporting of
Research, Authorship and Contributorship; http://www.icmje.org/ethical lauthor.html) na
stranach 6 az 10 tohoto Metodického pokynu.

4.2. Postup — popis €innosti:

V prubéhu pfipravy a realizace védecko-vyzkumné €innosti - pfed zvefejnénim vysledku:

e Stanovit autory vysledku v souladu s Pravidly uvedenymi v Pfiloze & 4 a s etikou
védecko-vyzkumné prace. Vyznam a zasady urCovani autorstvi jsou diskutovany v odstavci
4.1. tohoto Metodického pokynu (zaméstnavatel muze od kazdého autora pozadovat
dodateéné dolozZeni jeho pfispéni ke vzniku vysledku).

e Stanovit ,zodpovidajiciho autora“ v souladu s Pravidly uvedenymi v PFiloze €. 4

» Ve vysledku (publikaci) pro jednotlivé autory uvést pfesné nazvy instituci, v ramci kterych
se na vzniku vysledku podileli (Ceské a anglické verze nazvu instituci jsou uvedeny
v odstavci 4.3. tohoto Metodického pokynu).



http://publicationethics.org/resources/guidelines
http://www.icmje.org/ethical_1author.html

e Ve vysledku (publikaci) uvést dedikace védecko-vyzkumnému projektu(im), pokud
takovy(€) existuji, ¢i uvést, ze vysledek vznikl v ramci institucionalni podpory na rozvoj
vyzkumné organizace.

Po zvefejnéni vysledku:

e Nasledujici kroky musi byt u€inény nejlépe ihned, nejpozdéji v§ak do 3 mésicl od
zvefejnéni vysledku. Za jejich spInéni je zodpovédny ,zodpovidajici autor*.

e Ke kazdému vysledku vyplnit ,Evidencni list vysledku“ (formulaf je Pfilohou €. 5
uvedenou na strané 14 tohoto Metodického pokynu; v zahlavi uvést jméno ,zodpovidajiciho
autora“ v€etné kontaktni e-mailové adresy a telefonu; v tabulce nize uvést vSechny autory
v poradi vjakém jsou v seznamu autori uvedeném na vysledku, mimo autorl zjinych
instituci nez jsou LF MU a FN Brno; opatfit podpisy vSech autor zLF MU a FN Brno
uvedenych vtabulce. Tito autofi svym podpisem stvrzuji, ze souhlasi stim, aby
,2Z0dpovidajici autor® za cely kolektiv vyfidil formality se zadanim do databaze RIV.

e Originadl, uplnou kopii vysledku a idealné i elektronickou verzi &lanku, pokud je tato
dostupna, spolu s Evidenénim listem vysledku doruéit pracovnikovi povérenému
vkladanim vysledka do databaze vysledkt (v sou€asnosti Ing. Mgr. Véra PospiSilikova)
na nasledujici misto: pavilon A17, dékanat LF, pracovna ¢islo 306, telefon: 549 493 565,
email: vposp@med.muni.cz

e Pracovnik povéreny vkladanim vysledkl do databaze pozada ,zodpovidajiciho autora“ o
dopInéni informaci, pokud tyto budou shledany jako nekompletni ¢i neumoznujici vlozit
vysledek tak, aby podil instituci na jeho vzniku odpovidal realité.

DuleZité poznamky:

e Cely proces je administrativné velmi jednoduchy a spociva pouze v odeslani
publikované prace a Evidencniho listu patficnému pracovnikovi na Lékarskou fakultu MU.

e Pracovnik povéfeny vkladanim vysledk( vklada vSechny publikace vzniklé na LF MU
a ve FN Brno. Toto plati i v pfipadé&, Ze autory prace jsou pouze zaméstnanci FN Brno (bez
prispéni LF MU) a prace tedy bude dedikovana pouze FN Brno.

e SveSkerymi nejasnostmi je nejlépe se obratit pfimo na pracovnika povéfeného
vkladanim vysledk(. Napfiklad, v pfipadé, Ze pfispéni jednotlivych instituci na vzniku
vysledku fakticky neodpovida jednoduchému matematickému poméru poctu autord z
instituci, které se na vzniku vysledku podilely (zcela zasadni; viz uvodni €ast tohoto
metodického materialu o autorstvi a spoluautorstvi), bude pozadované vlozZeni vysledkem
osobni konzultace ,zodpovidajiciho autora“ a pracovnika povéfeného vkladanim vysledku.
Vlozeni do informaéniho systému probéhne na zakladé zdivodnéni takovéto vyjimky a po
schvaleni jeji opravnénosti povéfenymi osobami LF MU a FN Brno (naméstek pro védu,
vyzkum a Skolstvi FN Brno a prodékan pro védu LF MU — schvaleni feSi povéfena osoba LF
MU).

4.3. Nazvy instituci

Fakultni nemocnice Brno
Cesky: nazev oddéleni/kliniky, FN Brno
Anglicky: name of department/clinic, University Hospital Brno

I:ékafské fakulta MU
Cesky: nazev ustavu/kliniky, Lékarska fakulta, Masarykova univerzita, Brno
Anglicky: name of department/clinic, Faculty of Medicine, Masaryk University, Brno

5. Odpovédnosti a pravomaoci

Odpovédnosti za popisované procesy jsou uvedeny v ¢lanku 4 daného dokumentu.


mailto:vposp@med.muni.cz

6. Souvisejici dokumenty

Smlouva o vzajemné spolupraci pfi vykazovani vysledkl védy a vyzkumu mezi LF MU a FN
Brno
(vnitfni norma FN BRNO) Nakladani s vysledky védecko-vyzkumné €innosti ve FN Brno

7. Prehled zmén

Zmeény textu oproti predchozi verzi na pfislusnych stranach dokumentu jsou uvedeny
kurzivou.

Vysledek revize (popis zmény — beze zmény) Poznamka

8. Prilohy



Priloha €. 1

The COPE Report 2003

How to handle authorship disputes: a guide for new researchers

Tim Albert, trainer in medical writing,
Elizabeth Wager, freelance writer and trainer

One of the main tasks of COPE’s education
committee is to reduce unethical behaviour. This
involves the rather bold step of defining when people
have been behaving unethically, and then providing
suggestions on how they can avoid doing so in the
future. To this end we have written, and tested on a
group of authors, a guide for young researchers on the
area of authorship, which many people agree is one of
the more confused areas. But writing a document is
one thing; disseminating it is another. We would
therefore welcome comments, particularly on how we
can use this report to change behaviour, so that it
becomes not just another discussion document, but a
real catalyst for change.

In theory, authorship sounds straightforward, but in
practice it often causes headaches. While preparing
these guidelines, we heard about several cases. In one, a
deserving junior researcher was omitted from the
author list; in another a sponsoring company insisted
on the inclusion of an opinion leader who had made
virtually no contribution to a study. And the writer of
a review article found her name replaced with that of
her boss, because she was on maternity leave when the
final version was submitted.

Listing the authors tells readers who did the work
and should ensure that the right people get the credit,
and take responsibility, for the research. Although
journal editors do not always agree among themselves
on what constitutes authorship, many of them
subscribe to the guidance from the International
Committee of Medical Journal Editors (ICMJE), also
known as the Vancouver group.

The latest version, issued in 2001, states that:

“Authorship credit should be based only on:

(1) substantial contributions to conception and
design, or 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.

Conditions (1), (2), and (3) must all be met.
Acquisition of funding, the collection of data, or
general supervision of the research group, by
themselves, do not justify authorship.”

The problem, as studies have shown, is that what
editors want is not what authors do.' * This is hardly
surprising given the enormous pressure on individuals
and institutions to “publish or perish!”” Thus the
principles laid down by editors are often breached and
by-lines often do not reflect who really did the work.'
Many people (both editors and investigators) feel that
this misrepresentation is a form of research mis-
conduct, and that honesty in reporting science should
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extend to authorship. They argue that, if scientists are
dishonest about their relationship to their work, this
undermines confidence in the reporting of the work
itself.

We have written this document to help new
researchers prevent and resolve authorship problems. In
particular it provides:

W suggestions for good authorship practice that

should reduce the incidence of such dilemmas,

m advice on what to do when authorship problems

do arise, and

W 2 glossary of key concepts in authorship, with

some reading lists and websites for those who
wish to take this further.

How to reduce the incidence of
authorship problems

People generally lie about authorship in two ways:

m by putting down names of people who took little
or no part in the research (gift authorship, see
below)

W by leaving out names of people who did take part
(ghost authorship, see below).

Preventing a problem is often better than solving it

and we recommend the following three principles.

(a) Encourage a culture of ethical authorship
One problem is that people who are being unethical
about authorship are simply following local customs
and practice. They need to be made aware of the views
of editors, so that in time the culture will change. As a
junior researcher you can make sure your departmental
library has at least one book on publication ethics (see
list below). You can also inquire if there is a university
or departmental policy on authorship, and suggest that
you start working on one if there is not.

(b) Start discussing authorship when you plan
your research

Raise the subject right at the start. Start gathering
views of all team members and if possible discuss
authorship at a face-to-face meeting. Even before a
study is finished, you should have some idea of the
publications that might come out of it, such as a
conference abstract, the full paper, then some
supplementary papers, and who is likely to be most
involved in these. Continue to discuss ideas about
authorship as the project evolves, and especially if new
people get involved. Keep a written record of your
decisions.



How to handle authorship disputes: a guide for new researchers

(¢) Decide authorship before you start each article
Many authorship difficulties arise because of misplaced
expectations and poor communication. So it is
important that, before you start to write up your
project, vou confirm in writing who will be doing
what—and by when. Ideally you should do this face to
face, though this may not always be possible. Keep
everyone informed of any changes with a written note.

How to handle authorship disputes
when they occur

The above suggestion, that every team should have a
written authorship agreement before the article is
written, should reduce the chances of disputes arising at a
late stage, when effectively all the real work has been
done. We accept, however, that many people are reluctant
to be pinned down in this way, and that it will not always
be possible to take such a sensible approach in real life.
Disagreements about authorship can be classified into
two types: those that do not contravene ICMJE
guidelines (disputes) and those that do (misconduct).

(a) Disputes

These are largely questions of interpretation, such as
whether someone’s contribution was ‘substantial” or not.
In such cases you need to negotiate with the people
involved. If the suggestions to include or omit names
came from your supervisor, make clear that you are not
disputing his or her right to make such a decision, but
show dispassionately why you do not agree with the
decision. Support this with evidence, such as laboratory
notebooks, manuscripts, [CMJE statement, Instructions to
Authors etc. If you remain unhappy with your
supervisor’s decision, you may consider an appeal to
someone more senior, such as the departmental head or
dean. But you should do this in exceptional
circumstances only - and make sure your supervisor
knows what you are intending to do.

(b) Misconduct

If you believe that someone is proposing to do something
with the authorship list that is unethical, then you have a
real problem. Should you say nothing (and therefore be
complicit in the unethical behaviour), or should you blow
the whistle, even though this might damage your career
prospects or future funding? We recommend a third way,
which is to explain the fact that the suggested author list
contravenes editors’ recommendations, and could be
considered scientific misconduct. Again, stick to the facts
and avoid being emotional. Point out that an editor could
well decline to publish if he or she finds out. As soon as
the meeting is finished, make a note and file it.

What you can do if authorship issues
are not resolved
Authorship may be used as a bargaining tool if team

members cannot agree on the presentation or
interpretation of results. All authors should see the final

version of a publication before it is submitted so you can
withdraw your name. This will not be an easy decision,
and you must weigh up the loss of credit for the work
you did with the disadvantages of being included in
something with which you do not fully agree.

If your name is included on a publication against your
wishes you should inform the other authors as soon as
possible. If you discover this only after publication you
may contact the journal and ask for a correction.
Similarly, if your name is wrongly omitted, you should
discuss this with the other contributors. You could
contact the journal but an editor is unlikely to add your
name without the agreement of the other authors. If your
name is omitted by accident, and the other authors agree,
then the journal may publish a correction.

Key concepts in authorship

Acknowledgements: Most journals permit (or even
encourage) acknowledgement of contributions to a
research project that do not merit authorship. The ICMJE
guidelines state: ‘All others who contributed to the work
who are not authors should be named in the
Acknowledgments, and what they did should be
described’. All those who are listed in this way should be
aware of it. Some journals (mainly in the US) will require
signatures of those acknowledged.

Appeals: You may ask a journal to withdraw your name
from a paper if it has been included against your wishes.
However most editors are reluctant to get involved in
disputes about omitted authors since they do not have
enough information to judge such cases. Some journals
have an ombudsman, but they deal with cases of alleged
misconduct by the journal. Similarly, COPE only hears
cases submitted by journal editors and is not an appeal
body for cases of disputed authorship.

Contributorship: The ICMJE guidelines now
recommend that authors should state their contribution
to the project: ‘authors should provide a description of
what each contributed, and editors should publish that
information’. Some journals publish this information but
in most cases it is for the benefit of the editor, who wants
reassurance that the criteria have been fulfilled. (See
Instructions to Authors.)

Corresponding author: The person who receives the
reviewers’ comments, the proofs, etc. and whose contact
details are printed on the article so that readers can request
reprints or contact the research group. Journal editors
view this as a purely administrative role, but some authors
equate it with seniority. Take the views of your co-authors
at an early stage, and decide in advance who will be the
corresponding author. Ideally, choose somebody whose
contact details are not likely to change in the near future.

First and last authors: Generally speaking, the most
sought-after position is the first, which is not surprising
given the convention of referring to studies by the first-
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named author, e.g. ‘Smith ef al. have shown that’. The first
named author is therefore generally held to have made
the greatest contribution to the research. Sometimes
significance is attached to being the last named author.
However, views about this do seem to vary, so don’
assume that everybody feels the same way about it.
Authors have often given the last place to a senior team
member who contributed expertise and guidance. This
can be consistent with the ICMJE criteria if this person
was involved in study design, the interpretation of the
data, and critically reviewed the publication. However,
cynics may suspect that the final author is often a guest or
honorary author. (See Order of authors.)

Ghost authors: This phrase is used in two ways. It
usually refers to professional writers (often paid by
commercial sponsors) whose role is not acknowledged.
Although such writers rarely meet ICMJE criteria, since
they are not involved in the design of studies, or the
collection or interpretation of data, it is important to
acknowledge their contribution, since their involvement
may represent a potential conflict of interest. The term
can also be used to describe people who made a
significant contribution to a research project (and fulfil
the ICMJE criteria) but are not listed as authors. The
ICMJE guidelines clearly condemn this practice and state
that “All persons designated as authors should qualify for
authorship, and all those who qualify should be listed.”

Gift authors: People who are listed as authors but who
did not make a significant contribution to the research
and therefore do not fulfil the ICMJE criteria. These are
often senior figures (e.g. heads of department) whose
names are added to curry favour (or because it is
expected). Another type of gift author is a colleague
whose name is added on the understanding that s/he will
do the same for you, regardless of your contribution to
his/her research, but simply to swell your publication lists.

Group authorship: Some journals permit the use of
group names (e.g. The XYZ Study Group) but many
require contributors to be listed (often alphabetically)
and/or the writing group to be named as well. One
problem with group names is that they are often
miscoded on databases such as Medline. The first person
in an alphabetical list of contributors sometimes becomes
the first author by default, which rather defeats the object.

Guarantor: Should we expect a radiographer to explain
the statistical methods or the statistician to interpret the
x-rays? To take increasing specialisation into account, the
latest version of the ICMJE guidelines acknowledges that
it may be unreasonable to ask individuals to take
responsibility for every aspect of the research. However,
the editors felt that it was important that one person
should guarantee the integrity of the entire project. ‘All
persons designated as authors should qualify for
authorship, and all those who qualify should be listed.
Each author should have participated sufficiently in the
work to take public responsibility for appropriate
portions of the content. One or more authors should take
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responsibility for the integrity of the work as a whole,
from inception to published article.

Instructions to authors: While there is a great deal of
agreement among journal editors on authorship matters,
there are also some differences in detailed requirements and
the ways in which by-lines are presented. You should carefully
read the Instructions to Authors for your target journal.

Number of authors: There are no rules about this. In
the past, databases such as Medline limited the number of
authors they listed. This was shown to influence the
number of authors (most groups tried to stay below the
limit) and, in larger groups, probably increased jostling for
position. Now, however, most databases list all authors.
Rather than decide how many authors there should be, it
is probably best to agree who will qualify as an author, and
then simply include all those who do. However, remember
that including large numbers of authors usually increases
the time it takes to prepare, review and finalise a paper.

Order of authors: The ICMJE guidelines state that the
order of authorship, should be ‘a joint decision of the co-
authors. Authors should be prepared to explain the order
in which authors are listed’. They rather unhelpfully do
not give guidance about the order in which authors are
listed. Wherever possible, make these decisions before
starting to write up the project. Some groups list authors
alphabetically, sometimes with a note to explain that all
authors made equal contributions to the study and the
publication. If you do so, make sure it is clear to the editor.
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Priloha ¢. 2
International Committee of Medical Journal Editors

Uniform Requirements for Manuscripts Submitted to Biomedical Journals:
Ethical Considerations in the Conduct and Reporting of Research: Authorship and
Contributorship

Byline Authors

An “author” is generally considered to be someone who has made substantive intellectual
contributions to a published study, and biomedical authorship continues to have important
academic, social, and financial implications (1). An author must take responsibility for at least
one component of the work, should be able to identify who is responsible for each other
component, and should ideally be confident in their co-authors’ ability and integrity. In the
past, readers were rarely provided with information about contributions to studies from
persons listed as authors and in Acknowledgments (2). Some journals now request and
publish information about the contributions of each person named as having participated in a
submitted study, at least for original research. Editors are strongly encouraged to develop
and implement a contributorship policy, as well as a policy on identifying who is responsible
for the integrity of the work as a whole.

While contributorship and guarantorship policies obviously remove much of the ambiguity
surrounding contributions, they leave unresolved the question of the quantity and quality of
contribution that qualify for authorship. The ICIME has recommended the following criteria
for authorship; these criteria are still appropriate for journals that distinguish authors from
other contributors.

e Authorship credit should be based 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.

e When a large, multicenter group has conducted the work, the group should identify
the individuals who accept direct responsibility for the manuscript (3). These
individuals should fully meet the criteria for authorship/contributorship defined above,
and editors will ask these individuals to complete journal-specific author and conflict-
of-interest disclosure forms. When submitting a manuscript authored by a group, the
corresponding author should clearly indicate the preferred citation and identify all
individual authors as well as the group name. Journals generally list other members
of the group in the Acknowledgments. The NLM indexes the group name and the
names of individuals the group has identified as being directly responsible for the
manuscript; it also lists the names of collaborators if they are listed in
Acknowledgments.

e Acquisition of funding, collection of data, or general supervision of the research group
alone does not constitute authorship.

e All persons designated as authors should qualify for authorship, and all those who
qualify should be listed.

e Each author should have participated sufficiently in the work to take public
responsibility for appropriate portions of the content.

Some journals now also request that one or more authors, referred to as “guarantors,” be
identified as the persons who take responsibility for the integrity of the work as a whole, from
inception to published article, and publish that information.

Increasingly, authorship of multicenter trials is attributed to a group. All members of the group
who are named as authors should fully meet the above criteria for authorship/contributorship.



The group should jointly make decisions about contributors/authors before submitting the
manuscript for publication. The corresponding author/guarantor should be prepared to
explain the presence and order of these individuals. It is not the role of editors to make
authorship/contributorship decisions or to arbitrate conflicts related to authorship.

Contributors Listed in Acknowledgments

All contributors who do not meet the criteria for authorship should be listed in an
acknowledgments section. Examples of those who might be acknowledged include a person
who provided purely technical help, writing assistance, or a department chairperson who
provided only general support. Editors should ask corresponding authors to declare whether
they had assistance with study design, data collection, data analysis, or manuscript
preparation. If such assistance was available, the authors should disclose the identity of the
individuals who provided this assistance and the entity that supported it in the published
article. Financial and material support should also be acknowledged.

Groups of persons who have contributed materially to the paper but whose contributions do
not justify authorship may be listed under such headings as “clinical investigators” or
“participating investigators,” and their function or contribution should be described—for
example, “served as scientific advisors,” “critically reviewed the study proposal,” “collected
data,” or “provided and cared for study patients.” Because readers may infer their
endorsement of the data and conclusions, these persons must give written permission to be
acknowledged.



Priloha €. 3

Druhy vysledkt evidované v RIV a jejich bodové ohodnoceni

, I - obory m-
Druh vyslediu NRRE ? | ostatni obory
&lanek v impaktovaném &asopise 10 a% 305
Jimp | Eldnek v grestiim’m impaktovaném &asopise (Nature, 500
Science) ™’
ek v SCOPUS 12
v reczrizr;cvaném lsl‘;fl;::né A 30 12
Tncimp tasopise databaze ¥ ERIH B 20 1
C 10 10
¢lanek v Ceském P
Jrec recenzovaném seznarm rg:)c enzovanych 10 4
“ . periodik
Casopise
e | °
svétovy jazyk | .= :
B odbornd kniha R 40
ostatn{ jazyky 20
D &lanek ve sborniku 8
Levropsky* patent (EPO)", patent USA 500
(USPTO) a Japonska
P patent ¢esky nebo narodni patent (s vyjimkou
patentu USA a Japonska), ktery je vyuZzivan 200
na zaklade platné licenéni smlouvy
ostatni patenty / 40
Z |poloprovoz, ovétena technologie, odriida, plemeno 100
F uzitny vzor 8 40
pramyslovy vzor 40
G |prototyp, funkéni vzorek 40
H | poskytovatelem realizované vysledky 40
certifikované metodiky a postupy, specializované
N p 40
mapy s odbornym obsahem
R | software 40
v vyzkumna zprava, kterd je vysledkem obsahujicim 50
utajované informace ?

"' NRRE zahrnuje obory (dle &iselnfku IS VaVal: AA — Filosofie a ndboZenstvi, AB - Dé&jiny,
AC - Archeologie, antropologie a etnologie, AD — Politologie a politické védy, AE -
f{izeni, spriva a administrativa, AG — pravni védy, Al - Jazykovéda, AJ — Pisemnictvi,
masmedia a audiovize, AL — Uménf, architektura a kulturni d&dictvi, AM - Pedagogika
a Skolstvi).

D Publikace uvedené v nasledujicich databazich Web of Science spoleénosti Thomson
Reuters: Science Citation Index Expanded (SCI-EXPANDED) - 1945 — present; Social
Science Citation Index (SSCI} — 1980 — present; Arts & Humanities Citation Index
(A&HCI) — 1980 — present; Index Chemicus (IC) — 1993 - present; Current Chemical
Reactions (CCR-EXPANDED) — 1986 — prezent.




< Hodnocent J imp = 10 4+ 295 x Faktor, kde:
Faktor = (1 - N) / (1 + (N /0,057)), kde N je normované potadi &asopisu, N=(P - 1}/
(Pmax - 1)
P = poiadi ¢asopisu v daném oboru podle Journal Citation Report v fadé sefazené
sestupné podle IF
Je pouZivana hodnota IF platnd v roce uplatnéni vysledku, neni pouzivana hodnota IF-5.
Prax = celkovy poéet ¢asopisit v daném oboru dle Journal Citation Report
V pfipadé, kdy bude tasopis zafazen do vice oborii, bude normované pofadi ¢asopisu N
vypolteno jako aritmeticky primér normovanych pofadi Casopisu ve vech oborech, kde
se vyskytuje.
Y piipad¢, Ze dojde k zavedeni IF v databidzi SCOPUS, budou vysledky v nasledujicim
obdobi{ bodovany obdobné jako Jimp.
P Jde o multidisciplinrni (tedy oborové oteviené) casopisy Nature (ISSN 0028-0836),
Science (ISSN 0036-8075).
? Svétové uznivanou databdzi jsou databaze ERIH kategoric A, ERIH kategorie B, ERTH
kategorie C nebo SCOPUS.
> Seznam recenzovanych neimpaktovanych periodik vyddvanych v Ceské republice, véetné
informaci o jeho vzniku a platnosti, je zvefejnén na www.vyzkum.cz.
® Sbornik musi byt evidovan v datab4zi Conference Proceedings Citation Index — Science
nebo Social Science & Humanities (difve ISI Proceedings) spole¢nosti Thomson Reuters
" EPO - European Patent Office je mezivladni organizace, kterd byla z¥izena v roce 1977 na
zdkladé Evropské patentové timluvy (EPC). EPO zajiftuje jednotny postup pfi podéavani
74adosti jednotlivymi vyndlezci a spoleénostmi, pro patentovou ochranu az ve 39
evropskych zemich Evropy.
» Cesky nebo jiny nérodni patent udéleny, doposud nevyuzivany nebo vyuZivany
vlastnikem patentu.
% Druh vysledku S pfedavany v RIV do roku 2008 je hodnocen 40 body.
? Tyka se pouze vysledkii, které obsahuji utajované informace podle zvlé$tniho pravniho
piedpisu (napf. zdkon & 148/1998 Sb., ve znéni pozdgjSich predpist, zakon
¢. 412/2005 Sb., ve znéni pozdé&jiich predpisti).




Priloha ¢. 4
Pravidla pro spole¢né vykazovani vysledkti védeckych tymua LF MU a FN Brno

o Kazdy vysledek védy a vyzkumu (dale jen VaV) musi byt vykazan nejpozdéji do tfi
mésicu od jeho dosazeni.

J Kazdy vysledek védy a vyzkumu, ktery je produktem tymové prace realizované ve
vice nez jedné instituci, musi byt pravdivé vykazan jako produkt obou instituci.

J Déleni vysledku VaV mezi instituce je vzdy odvozeno z transparentniho a
dolozitelného podilu vstupl (intelektualniho a fyzického pfispéni pracovniku,
materialu, institucionalni a grantové podpory, ...) na jeho vzniku.

o Podil vstupl na vzniku vysledku se stanovuje pro kazdy vysledek zvlast (a to i tehdy,
kdy vice rlznych vysledku je produktem jednoho a téhoz kolektivu autorq).

o Zodpovédnost za urCeni podilu vstupl (intelektualnino a fyzického pfispéni
pracovniku, materialu, institucionalni a grantové podpory, ...) a nasledné déleni
vysledku mezi instituce nese ,zodpovidajici autor‘. Zodpovidajicim autorem
vysledku muze byt libovolny €len kolektivu autort vysledku, bez ohledu na rozsah
jeho podilu na vzniku vysledku. (Napfiklad, zodpovidajicim autorem vysledku, ktery
ma pét autorl, mize byt v poradi tfeti autor, ktery je vedoucim jednoho z pracovist,
na kterém vysledek vznikl. V tomto pfipadé neni zodpovidajici autor vysledku ani
prvnim ani korespondujicim autorem).

o Zodpovidajici autor vysledku je uréen kdykoli pfed vykazanim vysledku do databazi
vysledkl VaV). Pozice zodpovidajiciho autora musi byt stvrzena podpisy v§ech &lent
fesitelského kolektivu na ,Evidenénim listu vysledku®. Evidencni list vysledku preda
zodpovidajici autor vysledku povéfenému pracovnikovi.

o Zodpovidajici autor vysledku se stanovuje pro kazdy vysledek zvIast.

. Zadavat udaje do databaze(i) vysledku je opravnén pouze pracovnik povéfeny dle
¢lanku Il smlouvy, v nutnych pfipadech také zodpovidajici autor vysledku.

o Je nutno mit na paméti, Ze neexistuje univerzaini feSeni pro déleni vysledku mezi
instituce a vysledny pomér v databazi RIV nemusi dokonale odpovidat déleni
pozadovanému zodpovidajicim autorem. Idealni feSeni tak vzdy bude produktem
komunikace zodpovidajiciho autora s pracovnikem uréenym pro vkladani vysledku do
databaze(i).

o Nasledujici skute€nosti nejsou bezvyhradné ur€ujicimi pro déleni vysledku mezi
instituce: 1) afiliace autord k jednotlivym institucim (autor mdze mit dvé afiliace, avSak
dany vysledek muze byt asociovan pouze s jednou z nich); 2) vySe uvazku na
jednotlivych institucich; 3) dedikace vysledku konkrétnimu projektu/grantu.



Priloha €. 5
Evidenéni list vysledku

Nazev vysledku (uplna citace):

Druh vysledku’: J B bDbP Z F G H N R V
Zodpovidajici autor ™ e-mail: tel:
Domaci autofi v poradi uvadéném u vysledku:

- Do prvniho sloupce tabulky vypliite domaci autory vysledku.

- Do tabulky neuvadéjte zahranicni autory a autory mimo uvedené instituce.

- Domaci autor je tvlrce, ktery vysledku dosahl v ramci pracovnépravniho vztahu k LF MU nebo FN Brno (tj. k
subjektu, ktery pfedklada vysledek). Pracovné pravni vztah se musi vztahovat k aktivité vyzkumu a vyvoje, na
zakladé které vysledek vznikl. Pro zafazeni tvlrce vysledku mezi domaci tvlrce je rozhodujici, zda tento
pracovné pravni nebo studijni vztah trval v dobé vytvofeni vysledku, nikoli rok uplatnéni. Domacim tvlrcem je i

student v doktorském nebo magisterském studijnim programu.

Instituce™
Jméno autora (ve vztahu k vysledku)
LF MU FN Brno

Pfispéni
autora™"

Podpis
autora

Podet cizich autordi (vypliite islovku) ;

* Druh vysledku oznacte zakrouzkovanim.

™ Definovan pravidly pro spoleéné vykazovani vysledkii védeckych tymi LE MU a FN Brno.

" Vepiste ANO ¢&i NE.

“* PFiblizné pfispéni autora ke vzniku vysledku, vyjadiuje se v procentech, celkovy soucet musi byt 100%.




