


or procedures used in an investigation should be clearly
identified in the manuscript reporting the work.

5. Fragmentation of research reports should be avoided; brief
reports in letters journals of incremental progress shoult
particularly be avoided. Authors who have done extensive
work in an area should organize publication so that each
report gives a well-rounded account of a particular aspect of
the general research.

6. The manuscript must contain significant new content not
previously published or submitted elsewhere for simulta-
neous consideration. If related manuscripts are being sub-
mitted concurrently, the author should inform the editor of
the relationship between the manuscripts.

7. Criticism, even severe criticism, of the published work of
another researcher may sometimes be justified in a manu-
script. When appropriate, such criticism may be made in a
research paper, provided that it does not comprise a substan-
tial fraction of the paper. Manuscripts that are predomi-
nantly criticism should S published as Commants with the
opportunity for simultaneous publication of appropriate re-
buttal. Both the Comment and the rebuttal should be re-
viewed. In no case is subjective personalized criticism con-
sidered to be appropriate.

B. The listed coauthors of a paper should be all persons who
have made significant scientific contributions to the work
reported. Other cantributions should be indicated in a foot-
note or an Acknowledgments section. An administrative re-
lationship to the investigation does not of itself qualify a
person for coauthorship. The names of deceased persons
who meet the criterion for coauthorship should be included,
with a footnole reporting date of death. No fictitious person
should be listed as an author or coauthor, The author who
submits a manuscript for publication should accept the re-
sponsibility of having induded as coauthors all persons ap-
propriate and nome inappropriate. The submitting author
should attest that all others named as authors have seen the
final version and agreed to ils submission for publication.
9. Authors should submit responses to reviews and requests
from editors promptly. In their responses, authors should
avoid unsupporied assertions and subjective comments.

10. It is an author's responsibility to submit an erratum for
publication when a significant error is discovered in one of
her or his published reports.

Obligations of Reviewers of Manuscripts

1. Inasmuch as the reviewing of manuscripts is an essential
step in the publication process, scientists have an cbligation
to do a fair share of reviewing.

2. A reviewer should act promptly, submitting a report in a
timely manner. Should a reviewer receive a manuscript at a
time when circumstances preclude prompt attention to it, the
unreviewed manuscript should be returned immediately to
the editorial office.

3. A chosen reviewer who believes that he or she is inad-
equately qualified to judge the research reparted in a manu-
script should also return it promptly to the editorial office.

4. A reviewer should recognize that a manuscript sent for
review is a confidential document. Reviewers should not use
or disseminate unpublished information, arguments, or in-
terpretations contained in an unpublished manuscript, ex-
cept with the consent of the author. A reviewer may share
responsibility for reviewing the manuseript with a colleague
script should neither be shown to nor discussed with others,

" except, in special cases, to persons from whom specific ad-

vice may be sought. In either case, the reviewer maintains the
responsibility for ensuring confidentiality. The reviewer
should inform the editor if others make significant contribu-
tions to the review,

5. A reviewer of a manuscript should judge the quality of the
manuscript objectively and respect the intellectual inde-
pendance of the wathors. A review should be as constructive
and helpful as possible; in no case is subjective personalized
criticism appropriate in a review.

6. Reviewers should explain and support their judgments
adequately so that editors and authors may understand the
basis of their comments. Unsupported assertions by review-
ers are of little value and should be avoided. .
7. A reviewer should be alert to failure of authors to cite
relevant work by other scientists. Any statement that an
observation, derivation, or argument has been previously
reported should be accompanied by the relevant citation.
8. A reviewer should call to the editor's attention any sub-
stantial similarity between the manuscript under consider-
ation and any paper submitted to or published in a journal or
other widely accessible form of publication. The editor's at-
tention should also be directed by the reviewer to any per-
ceived fragmentation of publication by the author(s).

9. A reviewer should be sensitive to the appearance of con-
flict of interest when the manuscript under review is closely
related to the reviewer's work in progress or published. Ifin
doubt, the reviewer should retumn the manuscript promptly
without review, advising the editor of the possible conflict of
interest. Further, if the relationship between the reviewer
and an author would bias judgment of a manuscript, then the
reviewer should return the manuscript promptly without
review.

10. After consulting with the editor, the reviewer may volun-
tarily reveal his or her identity to the author,

*These guidelings are based to a great extent on the "Ethical Guidelines to
Publication of Chemical Ressarch® of the American Chemical Society and
“Guidelines to Publicarion of Geophysioal Research” of the American Geo-
physical Union, which, in turn, is basad on the Amenican Chemical Society
guidelines. The Optical Society of America appreciates the permission of the
American Chomical Society and the American Geophysical Union 1o quote
extensively from these documents. ‘
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