Publication Ethics

All participants in the publication process (authors, reviewers and editors of a journal) are
subject to the following ethical principles of publication and ethical principles of good practice.
The basic purpose of the ethical principles of publication is to ensure mutual transparency and
objectivity for the publication process and to prevent non-ethical procedures in the complex
publication process of the journal Auspicia, and thus continue to improve the level of this
scholarly, peer-reviewed periodical. At the same time, the aim is to prevent non-ethical
practices which could disrupt the preparation and implementation of the publication process.

The editors and publishers of the journal undertake to comply with the highest standards of
publication ethics and take all possible measures against unfair practices in publishing.
According to the recommended procedure, these are the basic areas where the obligations of
authors, reviewers and editors arise. Auspicia’s principles of publication ethics are based on the
standards of the Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE).

All authors submit their articles to the journal as original texts and confirm that the submitted
article has not been copied in whole or in part from other works. Publishing in Auspicia is
subject to independent and anonymous review, by which the journal guarantees the exclusion
of any potential conflict of interest in the evaluation of the quality of the article. Any deviations
from the defined rules should be reported to the editor-in-chief of the journal, who is ready to
deal with any errors.

Duties of Authors

All authors submit their articles to the journal as original texts and express thereby that the
submitted article has not been copied in whole or in part from other works.

The authors write their articles according to the editorial guidelines for authors, within the
specified deadlines, including compliance with citation standards and all formal requirements
listed in the guidelines for authors.

The authors guarantee that they have correctly stated authors and co-authors.

The authors are fully responsible for making sure that if outside work and/or statements are
used, these must be cited as such. In every article, the results of research conducted by other
authors must be duly quoted. The authors quote sources that were used in the preparation of the
whole article when they submit the article for review. All information sources used shall be
listed at the end of the article.

The authors undertake that the submitted article has not been published before, nor has it been
published in parallel in another periodical, book or compendium.

In case of suspected misconduct or questionable authorship, they inform the editorial office of
the journal.

If the author finds a substantial error in the published article, it is his/her duty to report this
problem immediately to the editor-in-chief or to the publisher of the journal and then revise the
text of the article with their help or to request its removal from the journal’s website.

Duties of Reviewers

The reviewers comply with the required deadlines for the processing and timely submission of
the review report.

When writing the review report, the reviewers follow the principles of the editorial office of the
journal.

The reviewers have the right to refuse to write a review report for various reasons.



The reviewers shall at all times respect the anonymity of the review proceedings and the results
obtained, as well as any other information that shall be considered confidential.

Through the review proceedings, the reviewers support the originality of the submitted article
and pay attention to the form and content of the article and to plagiarism.

A reviewer may refuse to write a peer-review report on an article which would create a conflict
of professional interests based on competitive aspects or other links to the author or institution.
A conflict of professional interests may constitute a personal or financial benefit from the
approval/rejection of the peer-reviewed article, a private relationship with the author (or
members of the team of authors), collaboration on the project and the application of publication
results over the past five years.

Reviewers have the right to use the review report to draw attention to parts of the article to be
published that are lacking with regard to the topic or insufficiently elaborated research and
methodology.

Duties of the Editorial Office

The editorial office identifies qualified members of the editorial board who can actively
contribute to the development of the journal and good practice in the management of the journal.
The editors regularly (at least once a year) consult with the members of the editorial board of
the journal, state their opinions on the running of the editorial board, inform them about any
changes and identify future challenges.

Editors may consider providing tools to the reviewers to help them identify related publications.
The editors are responsible for the publication of a specific issue of the journal and its overall
quality.

The editors try to prevent potential conflicts of interest between the reviewers and the authors.
Based on the results of the review proceedings, the editors include (do not include) particular
contributions in the current issue of the journal.

The editors try to add new reviewers to their own database to replace those who have been
removed (due to low performance or other reasons).

Based on the review proceedings, the editors are obliged to maintain the anonymity of reviewers
and authors.

Prevention of Non-Ethical Practices and Scientific Misconduct

Authors and reviewers are obliged to report a conflict of interest (e.g. personal, academic or
financial) to the editor and editor-in-chief. If the reviewer encounters any indication of a conflict
of interest, they should inform the editor-in-chief who asked them to write the review.

In their own interest, the author or authors should establish a clear filiation of authorship on the
basis of the actual share when writing the article.

The reviewer recommends only original manuscripts that can be included within one of the
sections and objectives of Auspicia, thus meeting the requirement of originality.

If the written form of the review report contains a statement that the reviewed article shows
fabricated results, or questionable and inaccurate formulations, such text can be considered
unethical behavior and will be rejected (i.e. not recommended for publication) on the basis of
the facts stated in the review report.

The editorial board assumes that all authors and reviewers undertake to respect the publication
ethics, which are unequivocally respected in the academic community, and in provable cases
they will notify the editorial board or editor-in-chief of any scientific or human misconduct.



Publika¢ni etika

VSsichni zucastnéni v publika¢nim procesu (autoii, recenzenti a redakce casopisu) se fidi podle
nize uvedenych etickych zasad publikovani a etickych principti dobré praxe. Zakladnim
smyslem etickych zasad pro publikovani je snaha zajistit vzdjemnou transparentnost
publikac¢niho procesu, jeho objektivitu a predejit neetickym postuptim v komplexnim procesu
publikovani v Casopise Auspicia a tim 1 nadale zkvalitiovat dosazenou uroven védeckého
recenzovaného periodika. Soucasné je cilem prevence proti neetickym praktikam, které by
mohly na druhou stranu narusit piipravu a realizaci publika¢niho procesu.

Redakce casopisu a vydavatelé Casopisu se zavazuji k dodrzovani nejvyssich standardi
publikaéni etiky a piijali veSkera mozna opateni proti nekalym praktikdm pfii publikovani.
Podle doporuceného postupu se jednd o zakladni oblasti, kde vznikaji povinnosti autord,
recenzentl a redakce. Zasady publikaéni etiky ¢asopisu Auspicia jsou zalozeny na Standardech
Vyboru pro etiku publikovani (COPE).

Vsichni autofi predkladaji své ¢lanky Casopisu jako texty ptivodni a potvrzuji, ze piedlozeny
¢lanek nebyl zkopirovan zcela nebo z €asti z jinych dé€l. Publikovani v Casopise Auspicia je
podminéno nezavislym anonymnim recenznim fizenim, ¢imz Casopis garantuje vylouceni
jakéhokoli mozného stfetu zajmii pii hodnoceni kvality ¢Elanku. VSechny odchylky od
definovanych pravidel by mély byt oznameny S$éfredaktorovi Casopisu, ktery je pfipraven
ptipadné pochybeni fesit.

Povinnosti autoru

Vsichni autofi piedkladaji své ¢lanky do Casopisu jako texty ptvodni a vyjadiuji tim, Ze
piedlozeny ¢lanek nebyl zkopirovan zcela nebo z ¢asti z jinych dél.

Autofi piSou ¢lanky podle pokyni redakce pro autory, ve stanoveném terminu, véetné dodrzeni
citatnich norem a vSech formalnich nalezitosti uvedenych v pokynech pro autory.

Autofi garantuji, Ze uvedli spravné autora a spoluautory.

Autofi plné zodpovidaji za to, Ze v ptipad¢ pouZiti cizi prace a/nebo vyrokii musi byt vSichni
citovani. V kazdém ¢lanku musi byt nalezité citovany vysledky vyzkumu jinych autorti. Autofi
cituji ty zdroje, které byly pouzZity pfi zpracovani celého ¢lanku, ktery timto podstupuji
recenznimu fizeni. Veskeré pouzité informacni zdroje jsou uvedeny v seznamu na konci ¢lanku.
Autofi se zavazuji, ze odevzdany ¢lanek nebyl diive ¢i soucasné publikovan v jiném periodiku,
knize, sborniku.

V piipadé€ podezieni na nespravné chovani nebo sporné autorstvi informuji redakci ¢asopisu.
Jestlize autor zjisti v publikovaném ¢lanku podstatnou chybu, je jeho povinnosti bezodkladné
upozornit na tento problém $éfredaktora anebo vydavatele Casopisu a nasledné s jejich pomoci
text ¢lanku zrevidovat anebo pozadat o jeho vytazeni z webovych stranek casopisu.

Povinnosti recenzentu

Recenzenti respektuji dodrzeni zavaznych terminti pro zpracovani a véasné odeslani recenzniho
posudku.

Recenzenti pii zpracovani recenzniho posudku vychazi ze zasad redakce ¢asopisu.

Recenzenti maji pravo odmitnout vypracovani recenzniho posudku z riznych diavodu.
Recenzenti za vSech okolnosti dodrzuji anonymitu recenzniho fizeni a ziskané vysledky a dalsi
informace jsou povazovany za divéryhodné.

Recenzenti podporuji recenznim fizenim originalitu pfispévkd a déavaji pozor na formalni a
obsahové stranky clankt a plagiaty.



Recenzent miize odmitnout zpracovani recenzniho posudku na ¢lanek, u néhoz by vznikl stiet
odbornych zajmtl, a to na zaklad¢ konkurencnich aspekti nebo jiného propojeni a autorem nebo
instituci. Stfet odborného zajmu muze piedstavovat osobni nebo financni prospéch ze
schvaleni/odmitnuti recenzovaného c¢lanku, soukromy vztah k autorovi (popt. clenim
autorského kolektivu), spolupraci na projektu a uplatfiovani publikaénich vysledki za
poslednich pét let.

Recenzenti maji pravo upozornit formou posudku na chybé&jici publikované prace k tématu,
nedostatecné rozpracovany vyzkum a metodologii recenzovaného ¢lanku.

Povinnosti redakce

Redakce identifikuje kvalifikované ¢leny redakéni rady, ktefi mohou aktivné prispét k rozvoji
a dobré praxi ve vedeni Casopisu.

Redakce pravidelné (alespon jednou ro¢n¢) konzultuje s ¢leny redakéni rady jejich nazory na
chod redak¢ni rady Casopisu, informuje je o zmeénéch, identifikuje budouci vyzvy.

Redakce muze zvazit poskytnuti nastroji recenzentiim k odhalovani souvisejicich publikaci.
Redakce zodpovida za vydani konkrétniho ¢isla ¢asopisu a jeho celkovou kvalitu.

Redakce se snazi ptedchazet ptipadnému stietu z4jmi mezi recenzenty a autory.

Redakce na zakladé vysledki recenzniho fizeni zafazuje (nezatazuje) jednotlivé ptispévky do
aktualniho ¢isla ¢asopisu.

Redakce se snazi o doplnéni novych recenzentti do vlastni databaze, aby nahradili ty, kteti byli
odstranéni (kvili nizkému vykonu nebo z jinych davodu).

Na zaklad¢ recenzniho fizeni je povinna zachovédvat anonymitu recenzentli a autorti.

Prevence proti neetickym praktikam a védeckym pochybenim

Autofi a rovnéz recenzenti maji povinnost oznamit redakci a $éfredaktorovi stfet zajmi (napf.
osobni, akademicky nebo finan¢ni). Pokud se recenzent setka s jakymkoli naznakem stietu
zajmi, mél by o tom informovat $éfredaktora, ktery ho oslovil k vypracovani recenzniho
posudku.

Autor nebo autofi by méli ve vlastnim zajmu a na zékladé skute¢ného podilu pfi psani ¢lanku
stanovit jasnou filiaci autorstvi.

Procesem recenzniho fizeni jsou doporuceny ze strany recenzenta jen pivodni rukopisy, které
splnuji moZnost zatazeni do jedné ze sekci a cile Casopisu Auspicia, ¢imz se garantuje
pozadavek originality.

Pokud recenzni posudek bude ve své pisemné podobé obsahovat prohlaseni o tom, ze
recenzovany c¢lanek vykazuje vymyslené vysledky, pochybné a neptfesné formulace, lze
povaZovat tento text za neetické chovani a bude odmitnuty (tzn. nedoporucen k publikovani)
na zaklad¢ uvedenych skutecnosti v recenznim posudku.

Redakeni rada predpoklada, ze vSichni autofi a recenzenti se zavazuji respektovat publikaéni
etiku, kterd je jednoznacné respektovana v akademickém prostiedi a V prokazatelnych
ptipadech upozorni na védecké ¢i lidské pochybeni redakéni radu nebo séfredaktora.



