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Abst r act

Thi s docunent describes guidelines for assigning authorship in RFC
docunent s, including guidelines for disclosing the use of artificial
intelligence during docunment preparation. It also discusses the

rel ated i ssues of acknow edgements, editors and contributors. The
various RFC streans may apply these guidelines, or set their own

gui del i nes, which will have priority.

About Thi s Docunent
This note is to be renoved before publishing as an RFC

Status information for this docurment may be found at
https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/draft-carpenter-rswg-authoring-
et hics/.

Di scussion of this docunent takes place on the RSWG Worki ng G oup
mailing list (mailto:rswg@fc-editor.org), which is archived at
https://mailarchive.ietf.org/arch/browse/rswy/.

Status of This Meno

This Internet-Draft is submtted in full conformance with the
provi sions of BCP 78 and BCP 79.

Internet-Drafts are working docunents of the Internet Engineering
Task Force (I ETF). Note that other groups may also distribute

wor ki ng documents as Internet-Drafts. The list of current Internet-
Drafts is at https://datatracker.ietf.org/drafts/current/.

Internet-Drafts are draft docunments valid for a maxi num of six nonths
and nmay be updated, replaced, or obsol eted by other docunents at any
time. It is inappropriate to use Internet-Drafts as reference
material or to cite themother than as "work in progress."

This Internet-Draft will expire on 27 Novenber 2026.
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The policy guidelines bel ow address these questions and are
appl i cable by default to all RFC streans as defined in [ RFC7841] and
[ RFC9920], and to any streans defined in future. Each streamhas its
own approvi ng body [ RFC8729], and may define exceptions to and
variations fromthese guidelines. 1In case of discrepancies or gaps,
the streanis policy and the preference of its approving body wll
prevail over this docunent.

The guidelines are intended to be conpatible with the RFC Editor’s
style guide, including [RFC7322], and with an earlier RFC Editor
aut horshi p policy [RFCED- policy].

For the I ETF stream there is an existing | ESG statenent on Internet-
Draft Authorship: [IESG policy]. For the I1AB stream see Section 1
of [RFC4845]. For the I RTF stream Section 4 of [RFC9775] covers
this topic.

Appendi x A covers sonme general aspects of authorship ethics as
background i nformation.

Aspects not covered by this docunent are |eft as operational choices
for the streans and for the RFC Production Centre (RPC).

2. Authors

Aut hors are peopl e who have nmade a substantial creative contribution
to the docunent. This nmeans witing text or draw ng di agrans, or
maki ng a key conceptual or intellectual contribution. Sonetines,
with the consent of the other authors, it neans maki ng sone other
substantial creative contribution to the docunent, for exanple by
witing a software inplenentation as part of the design process.

Peopl e who did not make any such substantial contribution should not
be listed as authors. 1t is also worth noting that in an RFC

aut horshi p by an enpl oyee does not automatically inply endorsenent by
the enployer. Therefore, authors should not be added just because of
who they work for.

I'n normal circunstances, people should never be listed as authors
without their explicit permssion. |In case of doubt, the person
submitting the draft should check with each |listed author in advance
to avoid any m sunderstandings. |f an author w shes to withdraw,
this shoul d be honoured, although the person nmay then be listed as a
contributor or be mentioned in the acknow edgenents.

The practical inpact is that the authors will be listed as such on

the front page, and in public bibliographies, if the docunent becones
an RFC
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2.1. Organisational authors

Sone standards devel opnent organi sati ons always renove indivi dua
aut horshi p when a docunent is formally adopted. This is not done for
RFCs.

Hi storically, organisations have sonetines been listed as RFC

aut hors, including both cormunity organi sations such as "I AB",

"I ESG', "I ANA" and "RFC Editor", and various external organisations
and conpanies. This is discouraged unless specifically requested by
an RFC stream An exanple is [ RFC4089] which shows "I AB and | ESG' as
an author and an individual as the editor.

3. Contributors

Contributors are people who nade smaller creative contributions to
the docunent than the authors, for exanple providing initial ideas
that others have transforned into publishable text, or drafting only
a few paragraphs.

Peopl e who did not make any such contribution should not be listed as
contributors. People should not normally be listed as contributors
wi thout their explicit permssion.

The dividing |ine between contributors and authors is a matter of

j udgenent and cannot be rigidly defined. It may vary between the
various RFC streams. However, the RPC s practice is to query any
docunent that has nore than five listed authors. Any list of nore
than five authors nust be approved by the relevant RFC streanis
approvi ng body.

4, Editors

When a docunent has a | arge nunber of contributors and potentia
authors, it nmay be appropriate to designate one or two people as both
"Aut hors" and "Editors" and list the others as contributors. RFC
streans may have specific procedures for appointing editors, e.g.
[I-D.ietf-procon-2418bis]. The editors will indeed do the actua

work of editing the docunent on behalf of the community. The
practical inmpact of this is that the editors will be listed as such
on the front page, and in public bibliographies, if the docunent
beconmes an RFC.

In sone cases, it nmay be appropriate to retain a list of authors of
whi ch one or two are designated as editors. ldeally, the people
concerned should all feel happy that the designations of editors,
authors and contributors are fair and accurate.
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Hi storically, RFC streans have chosen to retain the word "Author" in
nmost cases, with the formal designation of editors being exceptional

5. List of Acknow edgenents

Acknowl edgenents shoul d be given to peopl e who have nade significant
creative contributions smaller than those fromthe authors and
contributors, or to people who have made useful coments, provided
critical reviews, or otherw se contributed significantly to the
devel opment of the docunent. The dividing |ine between people who
are acknow edged and those |listed as contributors is a matter of
judgenment and cannot be rigidly defined.

Acknow edgenents may al so be given to people or organizations that
have given material support and assistance, but this should not
include the authors’ regul ar enployers unless there are exceptiona
ci rcunst ances

An acknow edgement should be witten as a description of a fact. It
does not and should not signify that the person acknow edged agrees
with or supports the document. In general, people who do not wish to
be listed as an author or a contributor, but have in fact nade a
significant contribution, should be given an acknow edgenent. In
unusual circunstances, acknow edgenents of contributions have
specifically indicated that the contributor does not support the
docunent as posted. Language such as the follow ng mght be used:

Thanks to <insert names> for their val uable comments and hel p
during the devel opnent of this docunent, even though they did not
fully agree with the WG s concl usi on

When in doubt, it is usually better to include an acknow edgenent
than to omt it.

6. Revised or Replacenent Docunents

A common occurrence is that an RFC from sone years ago requires
updating. This is often done by people who were not the origina
authors. The question then arises of whether to list the origina
authors on the "bis" draft, even if they are |long gone fromactive
participation.

When an RFC is drafted by one or nore new peopl e but reuses
significant anmounts of text fromone or nore earlier RFCs, a
situation arises that often requires thought and careful handling.
The criteria above suggest that the authors of the original docunents
shoul d continue to be listed as authors. After all, there is rarely
any question that the earlier publications constitute "a substanti al
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creative contribution" to the revised docunent. However, there are

no guarantees that the prior authors will want to be listed as
aut hors of the new draft and take on whatever responsibilities that
inplies. ldeally, those assenbling the newer version will consult

with the authors of the previous ones and nake nutual ly acceptabl e
arrangenents, but, especially when that is not feasible, sensitivity
to all possible issues will be needed.

7. O her Exceptions and Di scussions

It goes without saying that nornmally nobody should be |listed as an
aut hor, contributor or editor against their will. ldeally, the
parties involved will agree anong thensel ves, or defer to the
preference of the rel evant RFC stream approvi ng body. However, we
need flexibility to deal wi th unusual cases, such as these:

* As noted above, an acknow edgenment is a statenent of fact (the
person contributed to the discussion). |In sone cases it may be
i ncluded even if the person acknow edged objects, for exanple if
they made a suggestion that might |ater be viewed as prior art.

* Ceneralising the point nmade in Section 6, an earlier author or
contributor may deserve to be listed, even if they cannot be
contacted when a document is updated after a long interval. Each
such case needs to be considered on its nerits.

* In particular, an author or contributor m ght be deceased.

8. Artificial Intelligence Tools
Authors will use various editing progranms and other tools for
docunent preparation, and in general these do not raise any ethica
concerns. For exanple, if tables, graphs or diagrans are generated
using a specialized software program this is of no concern. |If
formal notation is verified by specialized software, this is al so of
no concern

If an Al tool is used for docunment preparation, the follow ng
gui del i nes appl y:

* The authors or editors remain entirely responsible for any content
generated by Al.

* The authors or editors remain entirely responsible for al
intellectual property matters.

* An Al tool nust not be credited as an author
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9

10.

11.

12.

* |f a substantial part of the document was created by Al this nust
be disclosed, typically in the Acknow edgements section

* The authors or editors nmust verify that no unacceptabl e plagiarism
has been perforned by Al. |If material fromearlier RFCs or drafts
(as discussed in Section 6) has been copied by A, this nust be
clearly acknow edged.

* |f, on the other hand, Al usage has been linmted to inproving
English grammar, translating froma draft in another |anguage, or
other purely editorial uses, this is no different in principle
fromolder tools like spelling checkers, so disclosure is not
necessary.

Di sput es
Di sput es about authorship, editorship, contributors and
acknow edgements for future RFCs will not be settled by the RPC and
must be resolved by the rel evant RFC stream according to its own
pr ocedures.

Intellectual Property Rights

Thi s docunent does not discuss intellectual property rights (IPR) and
in no way preenpts or alters the various RFC streans’ rules and
requi renents concerning PR Al authors are strongly advised to be
famliar with the applicable rules, e.g. [BCP78],[BCP79].
It is worth noting that if a docunent includes conplete
acknow edgenents and references, it will be sinmpler to clarify its
status as possible prior art in years to cone.
Copyright in RFCs is governed by the | ETF docunent [BCP78], the | ETF
Trust/I PMC s Legal Provisions, and applicable national and
i nternational |aw

The word "contributor" used in this docunent m ght not nmean the sane
thing as the word "Contributor” used in the | ETF docunent [ BCP78].

Security Considerations
None, really.
| ANA Consi derati ons

This nmeno includes no request to | ANA
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13.

14.

Change | og
[ RFC Editor: please renove. ]
draft-carpenter-rswy-authoring-ethics-00, 2026-04-11:

* (Original version (derived fromdraft-carpenter-whats-an-author-
03).

draft-carpenter-rswg-authoring-ethics-01, 2026-04-23:
* Many snall changes after first round of coments.
* Underline that each stream can make its own rul es.
* Added very short section on dispute resol ution.

draft - carpenter-rswyg-authoring-ethics-02, 2026-05-xx:

* Further clarified that each stream may establish its own
gui del i nes.

* Replaced "stream manager" by "approvi ng body".

*  Moved background material to Appendix, and trimed it.

* Renoved reference to academ a.

* Renoved reference to order of author |ist.

* Renoved sone redundancy.

* Numerous ninor edits.
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Appendi x A, Background

A.1. General Authorship Ethics

There are sonme quite general aspects of the ethics of professional

aut horshi p of academ ¢ or technical docunents. The npbst inportant

requirenents are as foll ows.

* Factual accuracy, including accuracy about who wrote the docunent.

* Avoi dance of mi sl eading or obfuscating statenents.

*  Avoi dance of mi sl eadi ng om ssions.
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* Bal ance between opposing argunents.
* Acknow edgenent and citation of sources and references.

* |dentification of quoted material, and avoi dance of unacknow edged
pl agi ari sm

* Conflicts of interest should be nmade public.

* Corrections, clarifications and retracti ons should be made
pronptly when needed.

There are quite a few subjective judgenents to be made about whet her
a contribution is substantial enough to count as authorship. Funding
support, professional reputation, managerial or supervisory status,
and CV enbel lishment are irrelevant. Wat fraction of new or
corrected text counts? |Is a particular concept or brilliant idea
enough? Should the author of a previous trail-blazing docunent be
invited to join? Should soneone who promised to contribute
significantly, but only contributed fragnents, be removed? It is
hard to give definite guidelines for such cases

Many academ ¢ journals and universities have published policies about
aut horship. Two exanples from medical science are [ICMIE] and [N H].
An exanple frommathematics is [KoreanMath]. The | EEE al so has cl ear
gui dance [| EEE-et hi cs].

Sone organi sations have adopted strict policies about the use of
artificial intelligence (Al) during docunent preparation, e.g.,
[ EEE- Al ].

A.2. The RFC Series

The Internet technical community that contributes to the RFC series
has sonme peculiarities. Perhaps the nbst inportant is that we
generally encourage the free flow of ideas and their re-use in fresh
docunments. In other words, internal plagiarismbetween RFCs is
normal . Sometines that means that small or |arge sections of text
are copi ed fromone docunent into another, and subsequently changed
as the discussion evolves. Wthin the RFC series, we consider this
to be normal procedure as |ong as due acknow edgenent is given

I ndeed, when technical text has been carefully verified in a previous
RFC, reuse of existing text is an inportant tool to avoid restating a
speci fication or concept, and possibly introduci ng new uni nt ended
interpretations which mght cause interoperability issues.

The only exception to this is an RFC that carries a "no derivative
wor ks" | egend according to [BCP78].
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