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Odb(p)orné Slamastyky

Perifyton poskytuje daleko lepsi utlum rychlosti proudéni vody nez makrofyta. Hodnota

snizené rychlosti proudéni vody prostrednictvim perifytonu je vétSinou stejna ve srovnani

s hodnotou sniZzené rychlosti proudéni vody prostrednictvim makrofyt, kde tato hodnota

o ’ v s
muze byt odlisna.
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..Za hlavni zdroj potravy v hornich tocich se povazuje detritus aZ po toky V. fadu. V V. -
VI. fadech pfevazuji fasy jako hlavni zdroj potravy. Uréitou vyjimku tvori fasy, zatim

neni znamo do jaké miry je zoobentos schopen je travit.”

Z cyklu ,Silenstvi*




Odb(p)orné Slamastyky

ABSTRAKT

Tato bakalarska prace je literarni reder$i shrnujici dosavadni informace o proudéni vody
a o jeho vlivu na ekosystém vodniho toku. Déle shrnuje informace o vyznamu
submerzni vegetace v tekoucich vodich a o vlivu proudéni na submerzni vegetaci.
ReserSe uvadi také poznatky o vyznamu organického materidlu v tekoucich vodach,
jeho plvodu a velikostni strukture. ZdUraziuje vyznam organického materidlu jako
zakladniho zdroje energie pro zoobentos. Dale se prace zabyva vlivem proudéni na
zoobentos, ktery osidluje minerdlni a organicky substrit, a u jehoz jednotlivych
zastupcl je vyvinuta fada adaptaci pro Zivot v tekoucich vodach. Zdrojem téchto

informaci jsou predevsim &lanky z mezindrodnich védeckych &asopisu.

Z cyklu ,Silenstvi*

Nasledky...

Nutno fict, Ze autorka si v této druhé verzi bakalaiské prace dala podstatné vice prace

pfedeviim z gramatikou a stylistickym zpracovanim, presto se viak v textu vyskytuje fada

neobratnych az nesmyslné mnohde pr&men@openi pmble@

Piestoze seznam literatury &ita pies 90 polozek, velka &ast citovanych udaju je z neptivodnich

zdroj, z monografii a ucebnich textl. ReSerSe je sice logicky utfidéna do kapitol podle
jednotlivych dil¢ich témat (proudéni vody, organicke latky, makrofyta, zoobentos), ale pfinasi

jen minimum novych informaci, které by nastolily otazky pro dalsi vyzkum.

Z posudku




Odb(p)orné Slamastyky

Tab. 4, Viznam jednotlivich faktord prostfedi na celkovy pofet druhil nodnich motylt na studovanych

lesnich fragmentech v okoli Méfian. /\

Faktor df Devianee  Resid. Df  Resid. Dev. F  Pr>F)
NULL i 51 259,32
Typ vegeince 5 86,961 46 172,359 6,8221 0,0001812 ***

pl‘aVidlo polyived. od kraje.2) 3 50,314 43 122,045 6,5785  0,0013113 *+
paly(placha, 2} 27,566 40 94,480 3,604 0,0013113 #+

marginality poly(koneksivita.5,3) 5,032 37 89,447 0,6580 0,5837695
obvod 1,761 36 87,687 0,6906 04119220
pondr 2,846 35 £4,841 L1163 0,2983907
orieniace 1,728 34 83,113 0,6778 04162688

_skion_ 0,313 3 82,800 0,1227 0,7283859

Charakteristika modelu: quasipoisson, link: log

V kategorii wiechny drufy™ ve vztahu k diverzité, byl urCujici parametr
prostiedi konektivita a vzddlenost od okraje fragmentu (Tab. 5.). Ostaini testované
faktory prostiedi jsou statisticky nevyznamné, Nejlepsi kombinace faktorh vysvétlujici
druhovou diverzitu je: ,diverzita ~ poly(konektivita0.5.3) + polv(vzd.od kraje,2) +
abvod + pomér” (R-squared: 0, 3068)

Tab. 5. Viznam jednotlivich faktord prostfedi pro diverzitu viech moty1d v okoli Métan,

Faktor df Deviance Resid. DI Resid Dev F Pri=F)
NULL 51 3.2869
poly(konektivitn.8.3) 3 ,65690 43 26300 4,5199 0000021 **

Z cyklu ,Standard*

Co je opravdu podstatne?

jak se vyhnout tvorbé paskvil(?
vychozi predpoklad:

konkrétni pravidla -~ obecné principy
obecné principy — konkrétni pravidla

zdravy selsky rozum®©




Konkrétni doporuceni - pausalné?

optimalni slov
nazev 10-12
abstrakt 200
rukopis 6 000
véta 15-20

odstavec 150

Co je opravdu podstatne?

otazka pristupu

zpusoby mysleni

konkrétni prakticka pravidla, ale i ...
metapravidla — neopakovat se, krok stranou

Jtalent od narozeni® vs. realita
pravidlo 10 000 hodin -y
Cladwell

,NejjistéjSi pomucka k psani je trochu Mimo Fadu
lepidla na me zidlit* (A. Tirollepe)

s ]

zdravy selsky rozum®©




Co je opravdu podstatne?

S. C. Stearns
Jak se naudit psat? Hodné céist!!!
ne sbér dat, analyzy, psani apod.!
znalost oboru — co a jak se feSi?
inspirace — co budu ja resit?
Jinfikace" védeckym stylem psani
jak dlouha ma byt véta?
jak ma vypadat tabulka?

http://www.yale.edu/eeb/stearns/advice.htm

Co je opravdu podstatné?

Assume that everything you read is

bullshit until the author manages to convince you that it isn't. IR CEINE
* kritické mysSleni
» sebereflexe — co se mi ¢te dobre?
» sebekritika — co jsem napsal za b...

Reakei na Spatnou praci u nas byva casto
mlc¢eni, nebo dokonce vychvaleni (hendi-
kepujici deédictvi komunistické éry). Prvni
pristup skodi pasivne, druhy aktivné. Bez
kritické reflexe chyb v cizi 1 vlastni praci se
opakovanym chybam nelze vyhnout.

Grim 2011: Tichodroma




Co je opravdu podstatne?

Paretlv princip
80 % dusledkd prameni z 20 % pricin
planovani a rozdéleni prace

Costs:
_- adult

optimalizace | P
»vzorek

Benefits: number
of surviving
young produced

Costs or benefits

»anglictina
> statistika - zaklady! :
» peclivost Cluteh s

zdravy selsky rozum®©

Co je opravdu podstatne?

e umeni presvedcit ...
* ... kolegy, redaktory, recenzenty, sponzory ...

It is not sufficient to have a
good idea; it is even more important to
develop and publicize it. Munroe and
MacArthur and Wilson had the same
basic idea. Munroe, distracted by other
interests and perhaps frustrated in his
initial attempts to publish, allowed his
idea to languish. MacArthur and Wil-
son vigorously pursued and advocated
their idea, and had a major impact on
their science.

AN EQUILIBRIUM THEORY OF INSULAR ZOOGEOGRAPHY (Excerpted and modified from Brown
..... p— : and Lomolino 1989.)

Brown & Lomolino 1998: Biogeography. 2nd ed. (s. 373)



Recenzni fizeni

1. Does the Ms contain enough original material? o|lo]|eale| e i k.
| -~ AY .
2. Is the topic suitable for Behavioral Ecology & Sociobiology? (o] e || e o] - Behavioral
d rate its Ity value? o 5] 0| o ' Ecolog
3. How do you rate its novelty value? C o} and SOGObIOiOg‘_{
4. Is the theoretical reasoning sound? (o] Q Q (o] (o] :ﬁ; . '\_,r'\‘ i
5. Is the order of presentation logical? (s} Q Q =] [s]
6. Are all statistical tests applied correctly? (if applicable) e |l6lo|e o
7. Are all the figures and tables necessary? (o] o] o (o]
8. Do the conclusions follow from the data? (e} g | e (o]
9. Is the literature adequately reviewed? (o] glo| C o
10. Does the paper read well? (o] Q Q 2] (3]
11. Are there problems with animal ethics? i &l

How would you rate the overall scholarly merit and presentation of this
manuscript?

‘=1 Recommendation

& | Accepted as is

@ | Accepted, subject to minor revisions

& | Substantially revised (major revision)

| Rejected, and resubmitted with new reviewing process

Behav. Ecol. Sociobiol.

Rejected

Recenzni rizeni

Please the (when y use pprop
comment boxes to expand on your answers):

Yes No N/A

14 Titla, abstract and introduction- are these appropriate and informative? ]

1e9 If the is an original fon, has the material it describes been | |
published previously? il i
%9 Is the language clear, logical, concise and direct? o | o

159 Are the figures of sufficiently high technical standard, appropriate and o
necessary?

%4 Are any additional figures required?

%3 Colour plates: is it essential that they are in colour? (HB authors may bear the | |
cost) s ?

%9 Is the length of the paper justified? oo

%4 Should some sections be or s] (e}

123 Have you any ethical concerns about this paper, &.g. regarding animal
experimentation, human studies or conservation issues?

| %2 Quality of the paper:
O outstanding paper of the highest international importance

D Excellent paper, making an important contribution to the field f =
1 Recommendation

[e]

7 Good paper, worth publishing In Biol J Linn Soc

© | Accept

o]

Good paper, but not appropriate (i.e. i Y luth ry) for Biol 1 Linn Soc Mifor Ravigion

Paper may be acceptable after major revision © | Major Revisi

Paper is worthwhile, but of insufficient interest, quality or importance Reject & Resubmit

Paper contains e

15 in experimental method, analysis or logic: should not be published

Biol. J. Linn. Soc.
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| Assessment of Innovation and General Appeal:

D Manuscript represents innovative contribution of broad interest Oecologia
D Manuscript represents innovative contribution of limited appeal - -y -
0 Manuscript is largely confirmatory and of general interest

< Manuscript Is largely confirmatory and of only speclalized Interest

o]

Manuscript is limited in scope and appeal

Recommendation

| Excellent manuscript, recommend publication (only very minor revisions required )

Good manuscript, neads minor to moderate revision, followed by a re-evaluation by the
Handling Editor

. | Potentlally Acceptable manuscript, but a major revision Is needed, with re-assessment by
external reviewers

o Reject but allow resubimission (a substantially revised manuscript with assessment by external
reviewers may be considerad)

Reject and do not allow resubmission

Oecologia

Click @] for instructions on reviewing this manuscript.

Please enter your Evaluation for manuscript number ;
Title:

Please enter your evaluation in the boxes below. Comments to be sent to the author and a checked rating and recommen
review using a separate word processor, save it, then paste your review into the boxes below. For security, we have imple
to continue using the site or send your review after that time (you will have to exit and log in again). To paste your review i
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an acknowledgement if we have successfully received your review. Maximize the screen if you don't see a scroll bar.

Overall Evaluation (Required) Recommended Action (Required)
© Excellent and Exciting © Publish w/o Delay

3

2 Pubhsh with mmor revisions
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© Too Specialized O Needs re-review after revizions
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available space in Science and owr commitment to balance subject matter.
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Vrele doporuceno ke cCteni!

Stearns S. C. 1987: Some Modest Advice for Graduate Students.
Thompson J. N. 2005: On being a successful graduate student in the sciences.
Klein J. 1998: Vlada primérnosti. Vesmir 77: 48-49, 107—109.

Novotny V. 2000: Kargo kult, Cesky védecky. Vesmir 79: 284.

O’Connor R. J. 2000: Why ecology lags behind biology. Scientist 14: 35-37.
©)

Néekolik prostych doporuceni

Department of
Ecology & Evolutionary
[Biology

seminas s6verts | Stephen C. Stearns, Ph.D.

People Bio | Cateer | Honors | Publications | Some Modest Advice for Graduate Students | Designs for Learning

Courses

Some Modest Advice for Graduate Students
by Stephen C. Stearns

Always Prepare for the Worst.
Some of the greatest P could have bean avoided by a little intelligent foresight.

Be cynical. Azsume that your pmposed research might not work, and that ane of your faculty advizers might
become unsupportive - or even hostile. Plan for alternatives. |

Contact Us
Nobody cares about you.

Home

http://www.yale.edu/eeb/stearns/advice.htm




Néekolik prostych doporuceni ...

Always prepare for the worst
Nobody cares about you
You must know why your work is important

Psychological problems are the biggest
barrier

Avoid taking lectures - they're usually
inefficient

Write a proposal and get it criticized

http://www.yale.edu/eeb/stearns/advice.htm

Néekolik prostych doporuceni ...

Start Publishing Early.

Don't kid yourself. You may have gotten into this game out of your love for plants and animals, your curiosity
about nature, and your drive to know the truth, but you won't be able to get a job and stay in it unless you
publish. You need to publish substantial articles in internationally recognized, refereed journals. Without them,
you can forget a career in science. This sounds brutal, but there are good reasons for it, and it can be a joyful
challenge and fulfillment. Science is shared knowledge. Until the results are effectively communicated, they in
effect do not exist. Publishing is part of the job, and until it is done, the work is not complete. You must master
the skill of writing clear, concise, well-organized scientific papers. Here are some tips about getting into the
publishing game.

Publish Regularly, But Not Too Much.

The pressure to publish has corroded the quality of journals and the quality of intellectual life. It is far better to
have published a few papers of high quality that are widely read than it is to have published a long string of minor
articles that are quickly forgotten. You do have to be realistic. You will need publications to get a post-doc, and
you will need more to get a faculty position and then tenure. However, to the extent that you can gather your
work together in substantial packages of real quality, you will be doing both yourself and your field a favor.

Most people publish only a few papers that make any difference. Most papers are cited little or not at all. About
10% of the articles published receive 90% of the citations. A paper that is not cited is time and effort wasted. Go
for quality, not for quantity. This will take courage and stubbornness, but you won't regret it. If you are publishing
one or two carefully considered, substantial papers in good, refereed journals each year, you're doing very well -
and you've taken time to do the job right.

http://www.yale.edu/eeb/stearns/advice.htm
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Publish or perish » Publish & flourish

,Omlouyvam se za tak
dieuhy dopis;, nemel
jsem cas napsat kratsi.”
(B. Pascal)

* nepublikované vysledky neexistuji
* je mnoho zpusobu psani ... které nefunguji

 nasledujici plati (vétSinou) pro jakykoli text!

Leitmotiv — receiver psychology

poptavka

11



Autorstvi

» nejcastéjSi pricina etickych konfliktd
» vynucované autorstvi (Séf labu, ...)
« autorstvi je pravo ... (benefit)

... a zodpovédnost! (cost)

Statement on authorship. Authorship of a paper carries with it responsibility as well as credit. All those whose names
appear as authors should have played a significant role in designing or carrying out the research, writing the manuscript
or providing extensive guidance to the execution of the project. They zlalelt|ls Wel=81s| SR dol elg=l=]p uk: (g1 e (=1 (=l ale W (=000 (0 104 L4 e
m. Honorary authorship is to be avoided. All authors must be in agreement on both the submission and full
content of any article carrying their names. Any violation of these conditions represents academic misconduct and will be
dealt with accordingly.

Autorstvi

« ,autorsky autismus® vs. délba prace
* autorstvi vs. ,Podékovani”

v , ° Authorship credit should be based only on substan-
° poradl aUtoru tal contributions to (a) conception and design, or
analysis and interpretation of data; and to (b) drafting
the article or revising it critically for important intel-
lectual content; and on (c¢) final approval of the version
to be published. Conditions (a), (b), and (c) must all be
met. Participation solely in the acquisition of funding or
the collection of data does not justify authorship.
General supervision of the research group is not suffi-
cient for authorship. Any part of an article critical to its
main conclusions must be the responsibility of at least
one author.

Uniform requirements for manuscripts submitted to
biomedical journals

ICMJE 1999: Med. Educ. (http://www.icmje.org/)

12



Autorstvi

* mySlenky (hypotéza, design) vs. sbér dat
away from the states that were functional in a former ecological
context.

I thank A. Lahti for aiding in the development of the project from the
start and performing all field measurements; R. Payne for extensive

PNAS | December 13,2005 | vol. 102 | no.50 | 18061

Author Contributions

Conceived and designed the experiments: CY WL YC SS FT AM ER
BGS. Performed the experiments: CY WL YC SS. Analyzed the data: CY
APM AA FF BGS. Wrote the paper: CY WL FT APM AA FF AM ER

BGS.

Lahti 2005: PNAS Yang et al. PLoS ONE 2010

Autorstvi

kliCovy prvni autor (mySlenka, ,prvni pise®)
posledni — senior author (Skolitel)
author for correspondence

Svata“ mezi tim

Nature recuires authors to specify the contribution made by their co-authors in the end notes of the paper (see
section 5.5). If authors regard it as essential to indicate that two or more co-authors are equal in status, they may

be identified by an asterisk symbol with the caption gRyEEERE WG] EReT {flelV CleRE ARG R eli] immediately

under the address list. If more than three co-authors are equal in status, this should be indicated in the author
contributions statement. Present addresses appear immediately below the author list (below the footnote rule at

Eight reasons why optimal foraging theory is a complete waste of time

G. J. Pierce and J. G. Ollason, Culterty Field Station, Univ. of Aberdeen, Newburgh, Ellon, Aberdeenshire AB4
0AA, Scotland (no significance is to be aitached to the order of the authors’ names)

Pierce and Ollason 1987: Oikos
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Vyznam vysledkU

* autofi precenuji vyznam sveé prace
» az 95% MS ,rejected”

[ THE ROYAL biology
& socieTy letters

Nestling discrimination
” without recognition:
Kukacka a possible defence
obecna mechanism for hosts
towards cuckoo
parasitism?

wa . . Tomas Grim'’, Oddmund Kleven®
Oldfich Mikulica and OldFich Mikulica’

« autofi Casto nevi, co jejich data fikaji:
> Ziva 1993 vs. Proc. R. Soc. 2003

Dlouhodobé pozorovani védcll a sebereflexe©

Vyznam vysledkU

napr. obyCejné pozorovani:
kos na zahradé » micCet

Tichodoma | Velis

velkého ( P
v hnizdnim obdobi na Dunaji

of

t Danube river during the breeding season

A New Record of the Endangered White-winged Nightjar (Eleothrepius
candicans) from Beni, Bolivia
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Co chci sdélit?
take-home message
,Who cares?“ — Koho to bude zajimat?
,o0 What?“ — Proc€ je to zajimave?

,zatim nevime ...°
... Nic®

Day & Gastel 2006: How to write and publish scientific paper. G. Press.

IMRAD — poradi Casti

Title \INTRODUCTION

Authors (LT REVEEW)
Abstract METHOP
Introduction -
Methods DISCUSSION

Results
Discussion

Acknowledg(e)ments

References

O’Connor 1991: Writing Successfully in Science. Routledge.
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/.

IMRAD vs. poradi psani!

Title \INTRopucTion

Authors (LIT REVEEW)
Abstract METHED —
Introduction -
Methods DISCUSSION -
Results
Discussion

Acknowledg(e)ments

References

O’Connor 1991: Writing Successfully in Science. Routledge.

/.

IMRAD vs. poradi Cteni!

Title \INTRopucTion

Authors (LT REVIEW)
Abstract METHOD
Introduction -
Methods DISCUSSION

Results (Fig...)
Discussion

Acknowledg(e)ments

References

O’Connor 1991: Writing Successfully in Science. Routledge.
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Logicke poradi a hierarchie témat

Introduction

Chick growth « priklad©®

Chick survival

Methods

Chick growth
Chick survival

Results
Chick growth
Chick survival

Discussion

O’Connor 1991: Writing Successfully in Science. Routledge.

Efekt(iv)ni nazev

NEST MONITORING DOES NOT INCREASE NEST PREDATION IN

OPEN-NESTINSONGBIRDSPINFERENCE FROM CONTINUOUS
NEST-SURVIVAL DATA

KAREL WEIDINGER'

Begging intensity of ncstling@“’ilh sibling

relatedness

JAMES V. BRISKIE'Y, CHRISTOPHER T. NAUGLER?®
axp SUSAN M. LEECH?®

The evolution of nestling discrimination by hosts of
parasitic birds: is rejection so rare?)

Tomas Grim*

Experimentally Constrained Virulence is Costly for Common
Cuckoo Chicks

Tomas Grim*, Jarkko Rutila®, Phillip Casseyl & Mark E. Hauber§*

Listovani asopisama




Efekt(iv)ni nazev

Drdova L. & Hampl R. : Potencialni hnizdni predatofi vodnich
ptaku a metody jejich zjistovani

Kverek P., Storchova R., Reif J. & Nachman M. W. : Vyskyt
krizence slavika obecneho (Luscinia megarhynchos) a
slavika tmaveho (Luscinia luscinia) na uzemi Ceske republiky
potvrzen genetickou analyzou

Strachofova Z. : Hnizdni biologie pévcl v urbannim
prostredi WSS RoTow-

Kopij G. : Hnizdni hustota a vybér hnizdniho prostiedi
roryse obecneho (siwwesapweimneshinatiolani

Matysiokova B. & Tobotka M.: Co ovliviiuje délku pobytu v
teritoriu po vyhnizdeni u ééEa bileho (Ciconia ciconia)?
Zarybnicka M.: Cirkadianni aktivita syce rousného (Aegolius

funereus : efekt rozdilnych rodiéovskyjch
roli

Hofak D. & Klvafia P.: Osvojeni ciziho vejce béhem
parazitaéni udalosti u poldka chocholacky (Aythya fuliguia)

Kondélka D. & Petro R.: Prvé mwinwispiipesly prokizaného
hnizdéni jefaba popelavého (Grus grus) na Moravé a ve
Slezsku

Sylvia 2008

Efekt(iv)ni nazev

* maximalni stru¢nost

 balast: * kli€ova slova:

>, Studie...” » experimentalni

» ,Pozorovani...” »dukaz
»,Vyznamny vliv...“  »prvni (hnizdéni ...

> (lokalita) > Vliv

»Cas »rozdil

» (modelovy taxon) »novy (vs. replikace!)

O’Connor 1991: Writing Successfully in Science. Routledge.




Abstrakt

# summary!

abstrakt = zkracena verze Clanku
mini-uvod, (metodika), vysledky, implikace
max. 200 (250, 300) slov

délka: 1. submitace vs. finalni verze!

klicova slova

Internet: vefejné pristupné abstrakty ¢lanku

Abstrakt — kliCova slova + pribeh!

Experimental evidence for chick discrimination
without recognition in a brood parasite host

Recognition is considered a critical basis for discriminatory behaviours in animals. Theoretically,
recognition and discrimination of parasitic chicks are not predicted to evolve in hosts of brood parasitic
birds that evict nest-mates. Yet, an earlier study showed that host reed warblers (Acrocephalus scirpaceus) of
an evicting parasite, the common cuckoo (Cuculus canorus), can avoid the costs of prolonged care for
unrelated young by deserting the cuckoo chick before it fledges. Desertion was not based on specific
recognition of the parasite because hosts accept any chick cross-fostered into their nests. Thus, the

mechanism of this adaptive host response remains enigmatic.|Here, I show experimentally that the cue
triggering this ‘discrimination without recognition” behaviour is the duration of parental care. Neither the
intensity of brood care nor the presence of a single-chick in the nest could explain desertions. Hosts
responded similarly to foreign chicks, whether heterospecific or experimental conspecifics. The proposed
mechanism of discrimination strikingly differs from those found in other parasite—host systems because
hosts do not need an internal recognition template of the parasite’s appearance to effectively discriminate.
Thus, host defences against parasitic chicks may be based upon mechanisms qualitatively different from
those operating against parasitic eggs. I also demonstrate that this discriminatory mechanism is non-costly
in terms of recognition errors. Comparative data strongly suggest that parasites cannot counter-evolve any

adaptation to mitigate effects of this host defence.[These findings have crucial implications for the process
and end-result of host-parasite arms races and our understanding of the cognitive basis of discriminatory
mechanisms in general.

Keywords: brood parasitism; coevolution; discrimination; mechanism; recognition

Grim 2007: Proc. R. Soc. Lond. B
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Abstrakt — udernost & vzbuzeni zajmu

e teorie vs. data Calling at a cost: elevated
nestling calling attracts
predators to active nests
Tonya M. Haff* and Robert D. Magrath

Research School of Biology, Australian National University,
Canberra, Australia
*Author for correspondence (tonva. haffi@anu. edu.au).

 pravidlo ,3“

Begging by nestling birds has been used to test
evolutionary models of signalling but theory has
outstripped evidence. Eavesdropping predators
potentially impose a cost on begging that ensures
signal honesty, yet little experimental evidence
exists for such a cost at active nests because the
use of artificial nests, long playback bouts and
absence of parents may have exaggerated costs.
We broadcast short periods (1h) of either nest-

have detected predators. This study confirms a
present-day cost of nestling begging, demon-
strates that this cost can be incurred over short
periods and supports the importance of parent—
offspring antipredator strategies in reducing
predation risk.

Haff & Magrath 2011: Biol. Lett.

Abstrakt — riizna slova = rtizné ukoly!

 hledani: (((cuckoo) bird) animal) + recogn*
 klicova slova se opakuji!

DEFENDERS
OETHE

 funkce slov: TRUTH
> informovat (desertion, begging, ...) = i@

1
» prilakat (recognition template, ...)

» manipulovat (striking, crucial, enigmatic,...)
Grim 2009: Web Ecol.
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pro€ je to zajimaveé?
CO UZ vime?
Cco nevime a chceme védét?

obecné » konkrétni

4

bézné » vzacne
starsi » novéjsi

obecny problém vs. konkrétni taxon

Cist publikovanou literaturu (nejen) z oboru » ,bac

Uvod

1. odstavec — 7 vét,

v 7 s I
» zacatek: ne modelovy druh! )
délka vét (slova)
» obecné reCi
0 N Resource use lies at the heart of ecological research. Com-
mon and easily accessible resources (prey for predators or

e e 21
C del ka -~ tema hosts for parasites) should be, all other things being equal,

1. (1990) Host spe on in phytophagous insects, Amal Review used frequently (Jaenike 1990). Still, some apparently acces-
alogy and Systema 43-273. sible and suitable resources remain unexploited. Absence of
resource use can be explained by various factors, such as
(2004} Avoiding Aftack. The Eve inconspicuousness or unpalatability (Ruxton, Sherratt &
Speed 2004). Such avoeidance of cryptic or aposematic prey
is easily explained. In contrast, avoidance of common, con-
spicuous, easily accessible and nonaposematic resources pre-
sents a real ecological conundrum. Here, we combine
comparative and experimental approaches to study a
particularly striking example of nonuse of an apparently

Introduction

irgr Signals and Mimicry, Oxford Univer-

sity Press, Oxford, UK.

suitable resource.

Absence of brood parasitism in potential hosis was previ-
ously explained mostly by inaccessible nests and unsuitable
diet for parasite chicks (Davies 2000). In general, little effort
has been made to explain the absence (Peer & Bollinger

1997) or low rates of parasitism (Briskie, Sealy & Hobson

Davies, N.B. (2000) Cuckoos, Cowbirds and Other Cheats. T & AD Poyser,
London, UK.

Grim et al. 2011: J. Anim. Ecol.; Grim 2012: Ziva

21



» posledni odstavec/ce:

» jakou hypotézu testujeme?
»co predikujeme?

» efekt: smér, kvantita

> ... whether there is any difference ...

> ... we predicted correlation ..."

Cist publikovanou literaturu (nejen) z oboru » ,background*

Metodika

» kdy? (mésice, roky)
» kde? (koordinaty)

 replikovatelnost

Sutherland et al. 2004: Bird Ecology and Conservation. Oxford.

22



Metodika

délka zobaku = ?
hatching day = day 0 (nebo 17?)

sepsat nez
jdete do terénu!

a8 -
. %

4
%

... a mnohé dal8i metodické pfiruc¢ky

Metodika — statistika

explanatory variables
response variables
confounding variables

fixed effects: treatment, ...

covariates: date in season (centred within
year), quadratic term (interakce), ...

random effects: population, year (nominal!),
nestling id, brood id, (nested effects)

Grafen and Hails 2002: Modern statistics for the life sciences. Oxford UP
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Vysledky

 co potfebuje Ctenar védét?

Tabl

cocllici

I'ests of the relationship between nestling
i) means that the correlation betw
luded interaction between predictor (eg

a predictor, See text for fur

and effect size for four nestli
n ege size and nestling tran dec
size or parcntal quality) and chick ¢
er details, F = test statistic, NDF = numerator d

Ve parameter (regression
oung grow older. The body mass maodel
All other tests were only based on

1aes as th

size as

freedom, 5.1 = standard ervor.

Nestling trait F NDF DDF N P Parameter S.E
Survival 0,75 1 0,506 — (L0380 0000445
Body mass 1416 1 A <0001

Skeletal size 14.41 1 111 =0.001 — L0480 000129
Wing/feather length [INE 1 1200 0,708 L0752 000201

Krist 2011: Biol. Rev.

ces of freedom, DDIEF = denominator degrees of

Efect size (comelation coetficient) + B5% CL

AT F I IS
@fﬁfﬁﬁaxfi@a f‘;"& @5"0\ ﬁs y‘;

Fiz. 1. Effect sires corresponding to relationships between egg size and offspring trait. The sign of the presented effects corresponds 10 1he sign
of statisiic:

covariation between epp size and dependent variables. The exception is the epg-size elfect on laying date. where a statistically
Tect means a biologically positive ellect. The sample size used for conputation of effect size can be inferred from degrees of freedom
ticular test (Table S1). (ah Effects obtained in the eross-fostering experiment. The effect sizes from full and sediced models are
q compared. The latter models do not melude the parental mid-value and feeding frequencies among predictors. Labels 'CF eggs’and *0R eggs’
KI‘|St 2009 JAE denote size of the cross-fostered egg (i.e. an egg from which chicks actually hatch) and original egg (i.c. an cgg originally laid on the territory)

respectively, (b) Effect sizes obtained from the sets of unmanipalated nests

24



Vysledky

poradi vyznamnosti vysledku
velikost efektu vs. P-hodnoty
,estimate + S.E.“ (S.D.)

smér rozdilu (trendu)

vs. grafy a tabulky (redundance)
presné P-hodnoty (ne N.S., P>0.05)
%, poméry (lépe nez syrova data!)
ne-interpretovat!

prezentovat i data proti oblibené hypotéze
Anderson et al. 2001: J. Wildl. Manage.

Diskuze

1. odst. shrnuti — co nového a zajimaveho?
posl. odst. — implikace, omezeni & co dal?
konkrétni » obecné (opak Uvodu!)

rozliSit fakta vs. spekulace

ne statistika, nové vysledky apod

stat. vs. biol. VyznamnOSt \ .

Dawkins kontra Gould




Diskuze

neznalost predeslych studii
kritiCnost: zjistili opravdu autofi to, co tvrdi?

~pre-interpretace” 7(70/(0 /! 0 / J

narocnost inter. v ekologii
zpétné vazby apod.

Diskuze

« kauzalni vs. korelativni jazyk

A latitudinal diversity gradient in planktonic
marine bacteria

Jed A. Fuhrman*!, Joshua A. Steele*, lan Hewson*, Michael 5. Schwalbach*, Mark V. Brown*, Jessic
and James H. Brown'®

“Wrigley Institute for Enwi | Studies and Depa nt of Biological Sciences, University of Southern California, Los Angele
*Center for Ecology and Evelutionary Biology, University of Oregon, Eugene, OR 97403-5289; and 'Department of Biology, Univer
Albugquercue, NM 87131

Contributed by lames H, Brown, March 31, 2008 (sent for review January 31, 2008}

For two have doc i a gradient of animal
and plant biodiversity from the tropics to the poles but have been
unable to agree whether it is controlled primarily by productivity,
temperature, or historical factors. Recent reports that find latitudinal
diversity gradients to be reduced or absent in some unicellular
organisms and attribute this to their high abundance and dispersal
capabilities would suggest that bacteria, the smallest and most
abundant arganisms, should exhibit no latitudinal pattern of diver-
sity. We used amplified ribosomal intergenic spacer analysis (ARISA)
hel blage genetic fi inting to quantify species richness
in 103 near-surface samples of marine bacterial plankton, taken from
tropical to polar in both hemispheres. We found a significant latitu.
dinal gradient in richness. The data can help to evaluate hypotheses
about the cause of the gradient. The correlations of richness with
latitude and temperature were similarly strang, whereas correlations
g to productivity (chlorophyll, annual primary

Fuhrman et al. 2008: PNAS

mechanisms, First, diversity increases with
her rates of resource supply
larger numbers and more specialized Kinds
This could be termed “the larger
maore pieces” hy) esis, Second, diversity i
environm erature because of th
processes, including rates of reproduction,
action, mutation, adaptive evolution, and spy
could be termed “the Red Queen runs f:
Fypot hesis,

These two mechanisms are by no mes
Their relative con
of diversity and relationships with en
across dif i

stions can be assesse
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Diskuze

Vol 436[18 August 2005|doi10.1038/nature03850

Global hotspots of species richness are not
congruent with endemism or threat

C. David L. Orme', Richard G. Davies®, Malcolm Burgess', Felix Eigenbrod', Nicola Pickup', Valerie A. Olson®,
Andrea J. Webster®, Tzung-Su Ding’, Pamela C. Rasmussen’, Robert 5. Ridgely”, Ali J. Stattersfield”,
Peter M. Bennett®, Tim M. Blackburn®, Kevin J. Gaston® & lan P. F. Owens'~

Biodiversity hotspots have a prominent role in conservation  spedes richness were grouped into nine distinct biogeographic
biology', but it remains controversial to what extent different  regions (Fig. 2a), whereas threat hotspots were aggregated into
types of hotspot are congruent®**'%, Previous studies were unable  ten regions (Fig. 2b), and endemism hotspots were aggregated
to provide a general answer because they used a single biodiversity  in twenty biogeographic regions (Fig. 2c).

index, were geographically restricted, compared areas of unequal
size or did not quantitatively compare hotspot types'*'**. Here
we use a new global database on the breeding distribution of all

bution. Only 2.5% of hetspot areas are common to all th
of diversity aver 80% of hotspats being idiosyncratic. More
generally, there is a surprisingly low overall congruence of biodi-

ith am oxplaining les 24% of

Orme et al. 2005: Nature

Podékovani

vsS. autorstvi

ano: pomoc technicka, jen sbér dat
ne: rutinni laboratorni, ufednicka prace

kdo komentoval rukopis

kdo vyzkum financoval (Cisla grantd)
kdo vyzkum povolil — etika, licence
diky (anonymnim) recenzentum!

http://www.icmje.org/
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Literatura

» zdroje zastaralé / ne presné k tématu
* necitovat: diplomky, abstrakty, ...

» chybné citace — format
» necitovat z druhé ruky!

A few reprints came in during your lunch breaX

» chybné citace — obsah (25% v ekologii!!!)

» necitovat naslepo nebo dle abstraktu!
Todd et al. 2007: Oikos

Literatura

» 25% citaci v ekologii:
"ambiguous", "not support”, "empty“

Oikos 116: 15991601, 2007
doiz 10.1111/.2007.0030-1299.15992.x,
Copyright © Oikos 2007, ISSN 0030-1299

m Subject Editor: Per Lundberg, Accepred 27 June 2007

Citing practices in ecology: can we believe our own words?

Peter A. Todd, Darren C. ). Yeo, Daiqin Li and Richard ). Ladle

P A Todd (dbspar@nus.edusg), D Cf Yeo and D Li, Depr of Bivlogical Sciences, Nat! Univ. of Singapore, 14 Science Drive 4,
SG-117543 Singapore, Singapore. — R [ Ladle, Oxford Univ. Cenrve for the Envivonmens, Dyion Perving Building, South Parks
Road, Oxford, OX1 3QY, UK

Peer-reviewed articles are the foundation of modern  four groups by a majority decision (Table 1). At all
1 e 3 aal L - Ll L 1 H Ll 1 i -
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Obrazové pfrilohy

 graf > tabulka >> text

 ptejte se sami (a kolem) sebe:
> je priloha samostatne srozumitelna?
: v ) SEessHsimore:
>Je prlloha neZbytna : AndwWheninrdoubt=deleter
(Mank =SS auioer)

Matthews & Matthews 2008: Successful scientific writing. Cambridge UP.

Jak nema vypadat tabulka?

Sezrano  Celkem  chi
(%)

66.67 0,171 0.6788

33.33 024@m NS qm
Pénkavy . 10.00 1.13

Tab. 1: Jak prezivala hnizda?

*kk

» desetinna mista vs. presnost méreni &
biologicka smysluplnost

* nekonzistentni formatovani

» redundance, nejasnosti, opakovani informaci

Matthews & Matthews 2008: Successful scientific writing. Cambridge UP.
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Tabulka 1 Rozdily v hmotnostech (primér + S.E.) mladat drobnych

pévcil v riiznych prostfedich. Data pro mlddata ve véku 5 dni (den lihnuti

= den 0). Detaily viz Metodika.

Jak (ne)ma vypadat tabulka?

Tab. 1 Jak se lisi riist ptak(?

g

Druh Hmotnost (g)

Mésto

Vesnice

Mésto 22,98 + 12,52

Vesnice (13,85 % 3,3

Kos cerny 23,0+ 12,5

Drozd zpévny 28,7 £ 30,1

Pénice ...

13,9 £ 3,3 4,39

29,1 = 18,7 0,11

P <0,001

t 4,39

mm?2

Mésto 28,66+ 30,11

Vesnice |[29,11 + 18,66

P n.s.

t

Pénice

Mésto 12,658 % 0,54

Vesnice |10 + 1,589754

t

2]

Ze smysSleného nepublikova(tel)ného rukopisu

Jak nema vypadat graf?

Pocet lokalit v %

M (01-150 m n.
301-350 m n.
501-550 m n.
0 701-750 m n.

m@EEO

151-200 m n.
351-400 m n.
551-600 m n.
751-800 m n.

m

m

m

201-250 m n.
.B 401450 m n.
. B 601-650 m n.
. O 801-850 m n.

m

m

m

m

: 251-300 m n.
. B 451-500 m n,
. B 651-700 mn,
. E 851-900 m n.

Gratf 1: Nalezy mihule potoéni v Ceské republice podle nadmoiské vysky (n = 275), HANEL (2004)

Hanel & Lusk 2005: Ryby a mihule Ceské republiky. CSOP, Vlasim
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Jak nema vypadat graf?

g
o

n

'y
Y 4

1,0 2,0
Log nestling mass (g) '

=
in

Log feeding rate (mg.
=

=
=]

-

Fig. 1 The relationship hel\\-‘eenl-\esﬂing mass and amount of
food delivered to it per hour was linear both for the reed warbler
(open_circles) and cuckoo (filled squares) (see text for details)

Grim & Honza 2001: Behav. Ecol. Sociobiol.

Jak ma vypadat graf?

® North America
o Australia & New Zealand

Square-root incubation feeding

° [ ]
o« o e
...

¥
0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2
Square-root daily predation rate

Figure 3. Relationship of the rate of incubation feeding (per hour of observation) to
daily nest predation rate across species and regions (N = 60), with 95% confidence
intervals around regression lines.

Matysiokova et al. 2011: Anim. Behav.




Jak ma vypadat graf?

osy
popisky
jednotky
vysvetlivky

nestling age (days)

Figure 2. Alarm calling rate (churrs per minute) of one
reed warbler in response to a human observer near the nest
increased with nestling age (F ;07 =204.36, p<0.0001), but
did not differ between nests containing broods of reed warbler
nestlings (open circles, dashed regression line) and those with
a cuckoo nestling (solid circles, solid regression line; Fy jo7=
0.099, p=0.75). Day 0 is day of hatching. The smallest
symbol refers to one observation and the area of the larger
symbols is directly proportional to the sample size (for largest,
n=15). Dara from 24 nests with a cuckoo nestling and 86
nests with a reed warbler brood, with one observation per
nest.

Davies et al. 2006: Proc. R. Soc. Lond. B

Jak ma vypadat graf?

 specifické pozadavky konkr. ¢asopisu!

[

Figures should not be boxed (superfluous bounding axes) and tick marks must be

Cowbirds fledged per nest
& &

on the inside of the axes. Where possible, figures should fit on a single page in the
submitted paper. In a final version they will generally be reduced in size by about 50%

during production. Wherever possible, they should be sized to fit into a single column

width (c. 7omm final size). To make best use of space, you may need to rearrange parts of o8

figures (&.9. 50 that they appear side by side). Please ensure that symbols, labels, etc. are

large engugh to allow reduction to a final size of c. 8 point, I.e. capital letters will be about T T

2 mm tall. Lettering should use a sans serif font (e.g. Helvetica and Arial) with capitals Non-food Food
Supplemented supplemented

used for the initial letter of the first word only. Bold lettering should not be used.
Units of axes should appear in parentheses after the axis name. Please note that line F

« Effects of food addition and multiple cowbird parasitism on
figures should be at least 800 dpi and half-tones (photos) should be at least 200 dpi, the number of cowbirds fledged per nest 1
ed refers 1o sparmow lemitones provided with added

dping young. Food

suppk

food, as compared o n-food supplemented territories. Open

. symboks = singly parasitized nests (1e. containing just one cowbird
Zanette et al 2010 J An|m ECOl egg). filked symbols = multiply parasitized nests (i.e. containing 1wo

or more cowhird eges). Values are means £ SE
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Jak ma vypadat graf?

log forelimb length

log forelimb I.= -0.64 + 1.11 (log SVL)
R2=0.96

T T T T 1
2.4 26 2.8 3.0 3.2

log SVL

Flgure 3. Scaling of morphological traits in Varanus. Data are species values for log-transformed morphological traits and SVL, but the
scaling relationships depicted are based on phylogenetic reduced major axis regressions of traits on size (see Materials and Methods for
details). R? is the proportion of variation in species values for a trait that is explained by the regression of that trait on size. Colored
symbols denote habitat categories: orange squares are terrestrial, green triangles are arboreal, and gray circles are rock-dwelling species.

Collar et al. 2011: Evolution

Jak ma vypadat graf?

[ terrestrial [J arboreal [l rock-dwelling

e

beccarii
prasinus

o
1

L

scalaris
gitleni

i

@brevicauda

residual log-tranformed ftrait value
(=]
(=]
1

tail length body circumf.  forelimb length  hindlimb length

Figure 4. Boxplots for species’ size-corrected morphological traits in each of the three habitat categories. Whiskers are standard,
extending to the 9th and 91st percentile of the distributions. Labeled points are species values falling cutside of this range. Colors
correspond to habitat states: orange s terrestrial, green is arboreal, and gray is rock-dwelling.

Collar et al. 2011: Evolution
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Jak ma vypadat graf?

Fig. 3 {(a) First and Third PCs of the Principal Component Analysis with the phylogeny plotted. (b) Simplified dadogram lor temnospondyls
based o a et al, (2007). Sars: [ully aquatic leeders, drcles rbious leeders, squares: terrestrial feeders, The mean shape for each

lifestyle was ¢ ined from the Procrustes superposit J rial feeders, 2: amphibions feeders, 32 [ully aquatic feeders.

Fortuny et al. 2011: J. Evol. Biol.

Jak ma vypadat graf?

cuckoo

biologicky relevantni
w® info (ptaci — UV-svétlo)

reflectance (%)

iby

reflectance (%)

reflectance (%)

i)

reflectance (%)

00 400 S00 L) o0
wavelength (nm)

Figure 1. Representative photographs and mean + s.e. reflectance of the skin of nestling bronze-cuckoos (blue lines) and their
hosts (pink lines). (a) Litle bronze-cuckoo (n = 10) and large-billed gerygone (n = 12). () Shining bronze-cuckoo (n = 8) and
yellow-rumped thornbill (n=5). () Horsfield's bronze-cuckoo (n= 11; photo illustrates a pale individual) and
superb fairy-wren (n =1 also include a second host of Horsfield's bronze-cuckoo (w = 4; photo illustrates a dark
individual), the purple-crowned fairy-wren M. coromans (v = 8), 1o illustrate some of the variation in nestling colour among
malurid hosts.

Langmore et al. 2011: Proc. R. Soc.
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Jak nema vypadat popiska grafu?

16

rukopis

0.5

il

0.3
0.z

0.8 4

Gardens Henderson Motuihe Tawharanui

15 Figure One: Nest predation, as a proportion of total nests, subdivided by nest size for the
4 artificial nest dataset. Light bars denote small artificial nests; dark bars denote large

5 artificial nests. Error bars are +/- 15E under a canonical binomial distribution.

Jak ma vypadat popiska grafu?

[1]

18

rukopis

WL,

Gardens Henderson Matuihe Tawharanui  Waitakers

19 | Figure 1 Nest predation estimates (meantS.E ) for small (ight bars) and Jarge artificial nests f
20 | ldark bars) across study sites. Estimates are from XX short descripiton of stat. model XX,

- ||odstranéne: .

| Naformatovane: Fismo: neni
| Tuéné

a5 a propartion
bfivided by nest
cial nest dataser.

| Naformatovine: Fismo: neri
| Tuiné

| Maformatovine: Fismo: neni
| Tuiné
||odstranéno:

| Naformatovane: Fismo: neni
| Twiné

ii-_li;i-s;-ani';o: denote
| Naformatovano

((odstranino:
| Naformatovano

artific

[ Maformatovano: zvjraméné

||odstranéno: denote lrge [

| Hafermatovane
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Jak nema vypadat popiska tabulky? 23

4 Table Two: Tracking tunnel records for each site. A y in a given column denotes that that
5 species’ marks were found in at least one tracking tunnel in the site, whereas an n denotes

(v that the species was not recorded in any of the tunnels left at the site.

Weta Mice Rats Hedgehogs Other mammals

Tawharanul vy ¥ n n n
Henderson vy ¥ V¥ ¥ ¥
Gardens n | Y ¥ ¥
Maotuihe ¥ n n n n
Waitakere ¥ n n n n
7
8
9 No difference was seen in overall rates of predation between real and artificial

10 nests (z=1.08, p=0.28), and overall rates of predation were lower in sites with mice

rukopis

Jak ma vypadat popiska tabulky?

5 the findings is presented in Table Two.

| Odstranéna: Two
7 |Table 2 Presence ("y") vs. absence (“n") of predators across study sites. Data from tracking | odstranéne: :

| Natormatovane: Pismo: neni
8 | tunnels,| | Tuiné

Weta Mice Rats Hedgehogs Other mammals | Naformatovane: Fismo: neni

| Tuiné
| Naformatovane: Pismo: neni
| Tuéné

Tawharanui vy n n n

Gardens  n v v v | Komentaf: extively

¥

Henderson ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥
¥
¥ | redundant text

Motuihe ¥ 2 = =
Waitakere v ¥ . n o o ||odstranéne: records for each

9 |[site-A "y~ in a given coemn

s ||denotes tha

- || were found

w0 || |[rurnet in the s

: ki || denates that «

|| recorded in any of
|| at the site

2, whereas an “n”
Ches Waas not

o . . - the tunnels let
11 No difference was seen in overall rates of predation between real and artificial RIS

| Naformétovano: Fsmo: neni
| Tuiné

12 nests (z=1.08, p=0.28), and overall rates of predation were lower in sites with mice
13 only than in sites with all mammals (z=2.08, p=0.0380). However, analysis i it
|Vioteno:
14 comparing rates of predation on real nests and large artificial nests in sites with all | Viozeno: -

||Viozeno:

rukopis




Format & styl

Format & styl

How to write consistently boring scientific literature

Fig. 1. " Congratulations, you are now capable of writing technical, impersonal and boring papers like myself and the other gentle-

men — welcome to Academia”. Drawing by Sverre Stein Nielsen.

Sand-Jensen 2007: Oikos
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Format & styl

» veda # beletrie — piSte:

»jasné (vs. ,kvétnatost®)
»jednoznacné

»bez odbocek

» gramaticky spravne

»rozliSujte podstatné a ne...
»struéné (souvéti!)

»opakovani termint nevadi!

» ... a pozor na jazyk:

Williams 1995: Style. Toward clarity and grace. Chicago UP.

v

Bizarni pribéh o mlzojedovi
» Xenoturbella bocki (1949)

* plo$ténka? sumys? samostatny kmen?

* molekulara 2 je to mlZ! (ostatné ma mlzi vajicka a larvy!)

New light on the enigmatic Xenoturbella
(phylum uncertain): ontogeny and phylogeny

Hle Israelsson t

cnteropneust, or a unique representative of a plesiomorphic phylum. I report here the previously
unknown embryology of Xenoturbella that unequivocally corroborates a bivalve relationship and thus
once and for all dismisses the potential new phyvlum. The simplicity ol the adult Xewoturbella is due 10

* co to ale je onen sekundarni méné napadny signal na elektroforéze?
Xenoturbella is a deuterostome
that eats molluscs

Sarah J. Bourlat', Claus Nielsen’, Anne E. Lockyer’,
D. Timothy J. Littlewood’ & Maximilian J. Telford'

Israelsson 1999: Proc. R. Soc.; Bourlat et al. 2003: Nature
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Celkové pouceni

u kazdeho kroku prace:
benefits = ?
costs = ?

forma: jasna, jednoznacna, strucna
obsah: zajimavy, novy, inspirujici

kritika: neberte si ji osobne

celkové: délejte vSe, jak nejlépe dovedete
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