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Ask me questions! Sandi.Cleveland@oregonstate.edu



Expectations of Authors in Scholarly Work

Transparency

Provide a complete account

Give appropriate credit for previous work and ideas

Maintain objectivity or rigor

Accept responsibility



A named author should make a “significant contribution” 
to the writing (Steneck, 2017)

Concept and design

Data collection and analysis

Writing/composition

Final review and approval



More may be required . . .

The International Committee of Medical Journal Editors has 
more specific requirements:

• Substantial contributions to the conception or design of the work; or the 
acquisition, analysis, or interpretation of data for the work; AND

• Drafting the work or revising it critically for important intellectual content; 
AND

• Final approval of the version to be published; AND

• 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.



Unethical Practices

• Honorary, gift, guest authorship

• Ghost authorship

• Coercive authorship

• Incremental publication

• Simultaneous or duplicate publication



Ordering 
Conventions

• Relative to contribution

• First and last positions

• Multiple first authors (or last authors)

• Alphabetical

• Contributions described





Negotiating Authorship Order

Discuss at the Beginning Revisit if needed

Contributions and commitments 
can change over time.

Keep a record of decisions and 
actions, communicate those 
with the author group.

Handling Disagreements

Before publication, work it out 
within the team first. Seek 
mediation if necessary.

What will the order be? 

What will individual 
contributions be?

What expectations do we have 
of each other?



Community Engaged Authorship Considerations

• At every stage, doing “with” rather than “to”

• Be inclusive, remove power dynamics, de-mystify the writing and peer review process

• Keep eyes on “why” – what’s in it for community partners

• Be prepared to take time

• Be trustworthy

Examples:

Healthier Oregon Healthcare System Navigation Grant Program Evaluation (Sandi Phibbs, Oralia 
Mendez, Araceli Mendez)

Evaluation of Primeros Auxilios de Salud Mental with Juntos en Colaboracíon (Ivan Estrada, Dusti 
Linnell, Oralia Mendez, Araceli Mendez, or Sandi Phibbs)



THANK YOU!

Please reach out if I can help:
Sandi.Cleveland@oregonstate.edu
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