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Transparency



Editors have to apply reasonable measures
to ensure the published record is robust

and to avoid misconduct
• Mandatory author contribution / conflict of interest declaration /

ethics approval / consent / MTAs
• Contact all authors at submission and acceptance
• In house assessment of:

adequate citation: primary literature
adequate statistical description/standards
data repositories, adherence to community data standards
plagiarism and image manipulation screening
materials and methods: reagent transparency

• Full data display
• Allow refutations, corrigenda, ‘expression of concern’, clear retraction policy
• Report (suspected) misconduct, also prepublication, at institutional level

• Due care in referee selection (literature screen, database, honour reasonable exclusions); 
report (proven) reviewer misconduct; referee identity declaration

• Peer Review Process files
• Drop confidential referee comments
• Allow appeals

Detailed guide to authors
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EAB
Referee 3

Referee 2

Referee 1

The editorial process @ EMBO Js.



Peer Review Process Files



Peer Review 
Process Files

• Handling stats: time line; % acceptance; 
referred journals

• Referee reports, editor communication, 
author rebuttal

2nd editorial decision



1 year peer review process files
• Started: Jan 2009
• 7.7% author opt out; very few ‘philosophically opposed’
• No qualitative change in reviews /  decline rate unchanged
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Data Transparency
“From bench to website...”



Reproducibility: availability of 
published material, data and 

software

• Datasets obtained by experimentation, computation or data 
mining, should be made freely available, without restriction.

• Software should be described in sufficient detail to allow 
reproduction. Free access for non‐commercial users is 
strongly recommended.

• Deposition of data in public databases, as far as available.



Statistics in cell biology – a crisis?
• calculate stats only when justified (n>2!)
• n should be from independent experiments (specify)
• specify n for each measurement
• for n<5 show all data points alongside error bar

Kamiya A., Nat Cell Biol. 2005 Dec;7(12):1167-78. 







• Data ‘transparency’

• Re-visualization

• Re-analysis

• Data integration

• Data ‘searchability’



Article Nature Cell Biology 6, 215 - 226 (2004) 
Published online: 22 February 2004; | 
doi:10.1038/ncb1098 
MKK7 couples stress signalling to G2/M cell-cycle progression 
and cellular senescence
Teiji Wada1, 2, …. & Josef M. Penninger1, 2



~1/issue, mostly partial
Few have source data
M Metadata guidelines





Where Manipulation Happens

Experimental design
Data Acquisition
Image Manipulation (Photoshop)

IT allows easy image manipulation

“You can make up almost any 
image you want nowadays”

Tom Misteli, 2005

"Seeing is no longer believing. 
Actually, what you see is largely
irrelevant" Hany Farid, 2006



Beautification
=Falsification

Fabrication
= Fraud

Image Manipulation

Aim: 
Clarification 
Aesthetics

Result:
Loss of Information
Misrepresentation

Deliberate manufacturing 
of data that was never 
obtained experimentally



Beautification

NCB manuscript,
2.7.07



Fraud



Is Kim Jong‐il sick?

North Korea, 2008

use ImageJ (instead of photoshop)Imagej.lnk



Contrast



How to detect illicit image manipulation?

Peer review
Manual checks by editors 
Automated
Post publication 
feedback

Publication of raw 
data/metadata



JCB: 20% of accepted manuscripts 
contain data that has to be revised

….despite editorial assessment  
this has grown to 25%
….1% cannot be revised



Nature Cell Biology 8, 101-102 (Feb 2006) 

•Editors & referees are not ‘data police’
•Well crafted fraud is essentially impossible to detect
•Corresponding authors ultimately carry responsibility for data



Routine Plagiarism check of pre‐accepted manuscripts 
via Crosscheck 

Does not detect ‘mutated’ text: concepts, results, selective citation



Transparency
• Peer Review Process Files 
• ‘Real data’
• Author contribution, Financial declaration, MTA
• ORCID (Open Researcher Contributor Identification 
Initiative)

• ‘Microattribution’: credit where credit is due



What else could be done?

•How much image checking is beneficial?

•Microattribution

•Double blind review
•Diversify referee pool
•Interjournal fraud alert: e.g. anonymized via COPE?
•Interjournal exchange on QRP referees?

Sent: Sun 2009‐02‐01 02:13
Dear Editor,
Could you tell me whether this decision was based 
on the abstract/summary alone 
or on the entire paper?  



Geographical distribution
submissions accepts referees
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science & society
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