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Topic Summary

We begin with the assumption that personally satisfying
careers in science are based in part, on ethics. The ethics of
authorship in science is a useful point of departure because
there is a great deal of ethical content in our decisions sur-
rounding writing and publishing scientific papers. Many of
the ethical issues in this arena are not easily, nor glibly settled
because individuals can have quite diverse, yet strongly prin-
cipled views. The discussions in this meeting were meant to
highlight these important differences. It quickly becomes
clear there is no single policy to guide every writing situa-
tion. Hence, well-developed appreciation of the ethical con-
tent in this area is very important to sustaining a career of
honorable and satisfying, writing and publishing.

We referred to four short publications on ethics and writ-
ing, listed here as a convenience:

Higley, L. G. and D. W. Stanley. 1993. What do you mean,
have I read my own paper? American Entomologist 39:74-
75.

Higley, L. G. and D. W. Stanley. 1996. When is writing
not writing? The ethics of recycling. American Entomologist
42:204-205.

Stanley, D. W. and L. G. Higley. 1995. What is the role of
scholarship in scientific writing? American Entomologist
41:18-19.

Stanley, D. W. and L. G. Higley. 1997. Lies, damned lies,
and grant proposals. American Entomologist 43:7-10.

Discussion Summary

The discussion surrounded the question of “What hap-
pens if the scientific literature is a member of the ethical
community?” Scientists have a moral responsibility to co-
authors and readers of the literature to expand the body of
knowledge.

“What is an author?” An author makes a significant con-
tribution and not just a technical contribution. A significant
contribution indicates that without the contribution the
project would have failed. A significant contribution does
not come from only the person who did the research. The
subject of honorary authorship was discussed and honorary
authorship was defined as adding a name to the list of au-
thors to either help their career or show camaraderie be-
tween friends. It was felt that these people should be listed
in the acknowledgment section of the manuscript. Adding
luminaries to increase the importance of the paper was con-
sidered unethical. Authorship includes journal articles, re-
views, book chapters, and grants.

“How many authors should be listed on a manuscript?”
Some take the view of exclusion and others were in favor of
inclusion. The difference between two and three authors is
the way that the manuscript is cited in the text of future
manuscripts. Due to practicalities, not all co-authors have
the same roles in making editorial changes. The first obliga-
tion of an author is to “read the paper.” You have to remem-
ber that you can not get your name off a published paper.

The review process has ethical ramifications because there
is a moral understanding within the professional commu-
nity that manuscript and grant reviewers not take ideas from
manuscripts or grant proposals as their own.

The question was raised about the ethics of academicians
receiving or accepting money from patents acquired at an
educational institution since they are paid by the state.

This session raised more questions than answers because
each individual has to make decisions based on his/her ethi-
cal framework. This allows the individual to say “you might
not like my answer but I at least have a framework on which
to base my decisions each time.”.
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