
Authorship and peer review… 
 

Harvard Course in Responsible Conduct of Research 
 

Wednesday, August 20, 2014 

M. William Lensch, Ph.D. 
Executive Director, 
Dept. of Stem Cell and Regenerative Biology 
Harvard University 

Prof. John Wakeley, OEB Dr. Logan McCarty, Physics and CCB 



Financial Disclosures, Conflicts 

None to report 
Any comments relating to 

companies and/or commercial 
ventures are meant to illustrate 
points only and neither endorse 

nor criticize their products, 
services, hopes, illusions,      

inner yearnings, psychoses, 
and/or aspirations.  



Outline 
• Considerations on authorship… 
• What is peer review and why does it 

keep following me? 
– Manuscripts under consideration 
– Funding applications 
– Letters of assessment (i.e. rec letters) 

• Can we make peer review better? 

• Wild and reckless speculation… 



“This is the greater danger for our 
species, to try to pretend that we are 
another kind of animal, that we do 
not need to satisfy our curiosity, 
exploration, and experimentation, 
and that the human mind can rise 
above its ignorance by simply 
asserting that there are things it has 
no need to know.”  
 

 – Dr. Lewis Thomas 
 New England Journal of Medicine 296 (1977): 328. 

Thoughts on why this stuff matters… 

We invest 
ourselves in 
our work… 



Science is supposed to be about the search for truth.  
Thus, scientific fraud seems more reprehensible  
than when it occurs in other sectors. 

Papers retracted from publication  
 
J. H. Schön, et al., Science 287, 1022 (2000)  
J. H. Schön, et al., Science 288, 656 (2000)  
J. H. Schön, et al., Science 288, 2338 (2000)  
J. H. Schön, et al., Science 289, 599 (2000)  
J. H. Schön, et al., Science 290, 963 (2000)  
J. H. Schön, et al., Science 292, 252 (2001)  
J. H. Schön, et al., Science 293, 2432 (2001)  
J. H. Schön, et al., Science 294, 2138 (2001)  
Schön, J. H. et al. Nature 408, 549-552 (2000).  
Schön, J. H. et al. Nature 410, 189- 192 (2001).  
Schön, J. H. et al. Nature 413, 713-716 (2001).  
Schön, J. H. et al. Nature 413, 831-833 (2001).  
Schön, J. H. et al. Nature 414, 434-436 (2001).  
 

Jan Hendrik Schön 

Is science held to a unique moral standard? 

Ethics and Philosophy 

We hold 
ourselves to 

high 
standards… 





reproducibility (Ir) 

20-25% of 
67 projects 
could be 
reproduced  

Reproducibility 
advances the 

field… 



Authorship 

• What does it mean to be an author? 



Authorship 

Wakeley 
ATLAS = A Toroidal LHC Apparatus 

• What does it mean to be an author? 



Authorship: ATLAS Names 1, 2 
 

 

Wakeley 



Authorship: ATLAS Names 3, 4 
 

 

Wakeley 



 

Wakeley 

Authorship: ATLAS Names 5, 6 
 



Authorship: ATLAS Names 7, 8 
 

 

Wakeley 



Authorship: ATLAS Names 9, 10 
 

 

Wakeley 



Authorship: ATLAS Affiliations, cont. 
 

 

Wakeley 



Authorship: What does it mean? 
 What criteria for authorship? 

• Conducting the experiment 

• Designing the experiment 

• Writing the manuscript 

• Editing the manuscript 

• Analyzing the data 

• Providing samples/data 

• Any substantial intellectual contribution 

• Being the PI 
Wakeley 

(1/15/2013 course whiteboard answers) 



Authorship: What does it mean? 
• International Committee of Medical Journal Editors: 
• (perhaps one of the most rigorous statements on 

authorship) 
 

• “Authorship credit should be based on 
1. Substantial contributions to conception and design, 

acquisition of data, or analysis and interpretation of data; 
2. Drafting the article or revising it critically for important 

intellectual content; and 
3. Final approval of the version to be published. 
Authors should meet conditions 1, 2 and 3.” 

www.icmje.org/ethical_1author.html 
 

Wakeley 



Authorship: 
Clarifying Contributions 

• What were the contributions of each author to the paper? 
 

• “If scientists want to convey this information by the way 
their names are ordered, the method is similar to sending 
smoke signals, in code, on a dark, windy night.”  

 --Drummond Rennie, Deputy Editor, JAMA 
 

• Nowadays, often see “authorship statements”  

Kimura and Ohta (1969) Genetics 61:763-771 

Wakeley 



Authorship: 
To avoid conflicts, make a plan 

1. Have a clear authorship policy.  
2. Discuss and document projected individual contributions 

and provisional authorship, ideally at the start of the 
project.  

3. Review contributions as the work progresses, revise roles 
and authorship accordingly until journal submission.  

4. Maintain a descriptive authorship contribution list.  
5. Document the reasons for author additions and deletions, 

and get agreement for changes from all individuals.  
6. Make sure all authors see and approve the final manuscript.  

 
• http://projects.iq.harvard.edu/attribution_workshop 

Wakeley 



Authorship: 
Open Access Obligations 

• Harvard maintains an open-access repository for faculty 
publications  (Digital Access to Scholarship at Harvard or DASH). 

•  “By means of Harvard’s Open Access Policy, faculty authors in 
participating schools grant the university a nonexclusive, 
irrevocable right to distribute their scholarly articles for any non-
commercial purpose.”  (Note: HMS is not a participating school) 

• https://osc.hul.harvard.edu/policies 
 

• “The NIH Public Access Policy ensures that the public has access to 
the published results of NIH funded research. It requires scientists 
to submit final peer-reviewed journal manuscripts that arise from 
NIH funds to the digital archive PubMed Central immediately upon 
acceptance for publication.” 

• https://publicaccess.nih.gov 

Wakeley 



http://grants.nig.gov/grants/peer/peer.htm    



What is peer review? 

“… is the evaluation of work by one or more people of 
similar competence to the producers of the work (peers).” 

What the blazes is this 
person talking about? I’ll 

just recommend they read 
more of my papers...  

Reviewer #3 



Peer Review: 
e.g., Editorial Structure at Stem Cells 

- Associate editors solicit one member of the Editorial Board to serve as the 
primary referee for a submission and to assign 2 or 3 primary reviewers.  
- Reviewers provide their candid assessment of the quality, importance, and 
novelty of the work, but are not supposed to make editorial decisions.   

Modified from Wakeley 

Jan A. 
Nolta 

Noel 
Buckley 

Toru 
Kondo 

Linda 
Lako 

Willy 
Lensch 

Dong 
Feng 
Chen 

148 
others 

Editor-in-Chief 

Associate Editors 

Editorial Board 



Peer Review: 
Common Issues and Concerns 

Survey of researchers, research staff, post-doctoral trainees and technicians at the NIEHS: Table 1 
in Resnik et al (2008) Perceptions of Ethical Problems with Scientific Journal Peer Review: An 
Exploratory Study. Sci Eng Ethics 14:305-310. 

 

 

Wakeley 



Peer Review: 
Reviewer Responsibilities 

• What are your obligations as a reviewer? (previous course answers) 
 Make sure that the science is sound 
 Confidentiality 
 Don’t use the information from unpublished manuscript 
 Be objective and disinterested 
 Read the entire manuscript, be informed, and read the supplemental 

information (!) 
 Be fair, weigh both positives and negatives 
 Be professional, not personal 
 Ask reasonable questions or requests within the scope of the article, 

and the scope of the audience, impact and breadth of the journal 
 Shouldn’t be about promoting your own research agenda 
 Try to help comment on the clarity of the writing 
 Inform the editor about conflicts of interest 
 Be timely in writing your review 

Wakeley 



Peer Review: 
Conflicts of Interest 

• Major professional role in the research 
• Direct or indirect financial benefit from 

the research 
• Employed by the researchers or by the 

same institution 
• Professional or personal relationships 
• Appearance of a conflict of interest 

 
 Wakeley 



Peer Review: 
Confidentiality 

• Maintain the confidentiality of all materials 
• Treat like any other confidential info, (Best 

practices would be: no email; keep off of 
unsecure devices; use whole disk 
encryption on laptops; use only approved 
secure file sharing systems.) 

• New resource for FAS: Secure Google apps 
via g.harvard.edu 
HMS: eCommons? 

Wakeley 



Peer Review: 
Time for a New Model? 

PLoS One 
• Limited Peer Review (“Has the science in 
this paper been done well enough to 
warrant it being entered into the scientific 
literature as a whole?”) +  
• Post-publication open comment 

Wakeley 





Resources? Please? 



http://grants.nih.gov/grants/peerreview22713webv2.pdf 



http://www.councilscienceeditors.org/wp-content/uploads/entire_whitepaper.pdf 



http://www.cell.com/reviewers 



Wild and reckless speculation… 

Thank you! 
Karen Woodward Massey 

Monica Busch 
John Wakeley and Logan McCarty 

Journal editors, authors, staffers, funders…   
Reviewer #3 

Only 37 more grants and I 
can have another cup of 

coffee… 
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