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Editorial Policies

   
NATURE JOURNALS' POLICIES ON PUBLICATION ETHICS

   
Nature journals' authorship policy




The Nature journals do not require all authors of a research paper to sign the letter of submission, nor do they impose an order on the 
list of authors. Submission to a Nature journal is taken by the journal to mean that all the listed authors have agreed all of the contents. 
The corresponding (submitting) author is responsible for having ensured that this agreement has been reached, and for managing all 
communication between the journal and all co-authors, before and after publication. Any changes to the author list after submission, 
such as a change in the order of the authors, or the deletion or addition of authors, needs to be approved by a signed letter from every 
author. 



The journal editors treat the submitted manuscript and all communication with the authors as confidential between themselves and the 
peer-reviewers (who also undertake to keep these matters confidential). Similarly, authors must treat communication with the journal 
as confidential: correspondence with the journal, reviewers' reports and other confidential material must not be posted on any website 
or otherwise publicised without prior permission from the editors, whether or not the submission is eventually published. 



Authors are strongly encouraged to include a statement in the end notes to specify the actual contribution of each coauthor to the 
completed work.



After acceptance for publication, proofs will be e-mailed to the corresponding author who should circulate the proof to all coauthors and 
to coordinate corrections among them. The corresponding author (or other designated sole coauthor) should manage communications 
with the journal. The corresponding author is responsible for ensuring that all content in the proof is accurate, in particular that names 
of coauthors are present and correctly spelt and that addresses and affiliations are current. The journal will not necessarily be able to 
correct errors after publication if they result from errors that were present on a proof that was not shown to coauthors before 
publication. The version of the paper that is used for publication in the journal is this proof version, not any of the previously submitted 
versions that the authors have uploaded into the journal's manuscript tracking system.



One author is designated the contact author for matters arising from the published paper (materials requests, technical comments and 
so on). If the journal receives correspondence about the published paper, it will regard this author as the point of contact. It is this 
author's responsibility to inform all coauthors of matters arising and to ensure such matters are dealt with promptly. This author does 
not have to be the senior author of the paper or the author who actually supplies materials: this author's role is to ensure enquiries are 
answered promptly on behalf of all the co-authors. The name and e-mail address of this author is given at the end of the paper.



Authors of published material have a responsibility to inform the journal promptly if they become aware of any part that requires 
correcting. Any published correction requires the consent of all coauthors, so time is saved if requests for corrections are accompanied 
by signed agreement by all authors (in the form of a scanned attachment to an email).



Nature journal editorials on authorship:



Nature Neuroscience: How experts communicate



Nature Materials: Authorship without authorization



Nature Cell Biology: Contributing transparency



Nature: Author contributions



Nature journals' policy on duplicate publication




Material submitted to a Nature journal must be original and not published or submitted for publication elsewhere. This rule applies to 
material submitted elsewhere while the Nature journal contribution is under consideration. 



Authors submitting a contribution to a Nature journal who have related material under consideration or in press elsewhere should 
upload a clearly marked copy, in confidence, at time of submission, and draw the editors' attention to it in their cover letter. Authors 

http://www.nature.com/neuro/journal/v3/n2/full/nn0200_97.html
http://www.nature.com/nmat/journal/v3/n11/full/nmat1264.html
http://www.nature.com/ncb/journal/v7/n3/pdf/ncb0305-203.pdf
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v399/n6735/full/399393b0_fs.html


must disclose any such information while their contributions are under consideration by a Nature journal - for example, if they submit a 
related manuscript elsewhere that was not written at the time of the original Nature journal submission. 



If part of a contribution that an author wishes to submit to a Nature journal has appeared or will appear elsewhere, the author must 
specify the details in the covering letter accompanying the Nature submission. Consideration by the Nature journal is possible if the 
main result, conclusion, or implications are not apparent from the other work, or if there are other factors, for example if the other work 
is published in a language other than English.



The Nature journals allow and encourage prior publication on recognized community preprint servers for review by other scientists in 
the field before formal submission to a journal. The details of the preprint server concerned and any accession numbers should be 
included in the cover letter accompanying submission of the manuscript to the Nature journal. This policy does not extend to preprints 
available to the media or that are otherwise publicised outside the scientific community before or during the submission and 
consideration process at the Nature journal. 



Nature journals allow publication of meeting abstracts before the full contribution is submitted. Such abstracts should be included with 
the Nature journal submission and referred to in the cover letter accompanying the manuscript. This policy does not extend to meeting 
abstracts and reports available to the media or which are otherwise pubilcised outside the scientific community during the submission 
and consideration process.



In case of any doubt, authors should seek advice from the editor handling their contribution.



If an author of a submission is re-using a figure or figures published elsewhere, or that is copyrighted, the author must provide 
documentation that the previous publisher or copyright holder has given permission for the figure to be re-published. The Nature 
journal editors consider all material in good faith that their journals have full permission to publish every part of the submitted material, 
including illustrations.



Editorials in the Nature journals providing details of policies on this topic:



Nature Materials: The cost of salami slicing



Nature Medicine: Truth in numbers



Plagiarism and fabrication




Plagiarism is when an author attempts to pass off someone else's work as his or her own. Duplicate publication, sometimes called self-
plagiarism, occurs when an author reuses substantial parts of his or her own published work without providing the appropriate 
references. This can range from getting an identical paper published in multiple journals, to 'salami-slicing', where authors add small 
amounts of new data to a previous paper. 



Plagiarism can be said to have clearly occurred when large chunks of text have been cut-and-pasted. Such manuscripts would not be 
considered for publication in a Nature journal. But minor plagiarism without dishonest intent is relatively frequent, for example, when an 
author reuses parts of an introduction from an earlier paper. The Nature journal editors judge any case of which they become aware 
(either by their own knowledge of and reading about the literature, or when alerted by referees) on its own merits.



If a case of plagiarism comes to light after a paper is published in a Nature journal, the journal will conduct a preliminary investigation. 
If plagiarism is found, the journal will contact the author's institute and funding agencies. A determination of misconduct will lead the 
Nature journal to run a statement, bidirectionally linked online to and from the original paper, to note the plagiarism and to provide a 
reference to the plagiarised material. The paper containing the plagiarism will also be obviously marked on each page of the PDF. 
Depending on the extent of the plagiarism, the paper may also be formally retracted. 



See editorial in Nature: Clamp down on copycats



See also the Nature special report: Taking on the cheats



Preparation of digital images



Nature journals' policy and guidelines on image manipulation can be found here.



Due credit for unpublished data




Manuscripts are sent out for review on the condition that any unpublished data cited within are properly credited and the appropriate 
permission has been sought. Where licenced data are cited, authors must include at submission a written assurance that they are 
complying with originators' data-licencing agreements. 



Referees are encouraged to be alert to the use of appropriated unpublished data from databases or from any other source, and to 
inform the editor of any concern they may have.



This policy, which applies to all Nature journals, is explained in Nature in the editorial:




http://www.nature.com/nmat/journal/v4/n1/full/nmat1305.html
http://www.nature.com/nm/journal/v12/n1/pdf/nm0106-1a.pdf
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v438/n7064/full/438002a.html
http://www.nature.com/news/2005/050516/full/435258a.html
/authors/editorial_policies/availability.html


Handling (mis) appropriated data



Nature journals' competing financial interests policy




In the interests of transparency and to help readers to form their own judgements of potential bias, Nature journals require the 
corresponding authors of primary and secondary research articles (Articles, Letters, Brief Communications, Communications Arising, 
Technical Reports, Analysis, Hypothesis, Perspectives, Reviews, Progress and Insights) to declare any competing financial interests in 
relation to the work described using this form. If it is unclear whether a competing financial interests form is required, authors are 
advised to note their query in the cover letter accompanying their submission. 



A shortened form of the declaration is published as part of the printed paper, with a more detailed version, if appropriate, on the online 
version.



Authors may use the form to decline to disclose their financial interests, but Nature journals will publish the fact that they have declined 
to provide information.



Definition




For the purposes of this statement, competing interests are defined as those of a financial nature that, through their potential influence 
on behaviour or content or from perception of such potential influences, could undermine the objectivity, integrity or perceived value of 
a publication. 



They can include any of the following:



Funding: Research support (including salaries, equipment, supplies, reimbursement for attending symposia, and other expenses) by 
organizations that may gain or lose financially through publication of the paper.



Employment: Recent (while engaged in the research project), present or anticipated employment by any organization that may gain or 
lose financially through publication of the paper.



Personal financial interests: Stocks or shares in companies that may gain or lose financially through publication; consultation fees or 
other forms of remuneration from organizations that may gain or lose financially; patents or patent applications whose value may be 
affected by publication.



It is difficult to specify a threshold at which a financial interest becomes significant, but note that many US universities require faculty 
members to disclose interests exceeding $10,000 or 5% equity in a company (see, for example, B. Lo et al. New Engl. J. Med. 343, 
1616-1620; 2000). Any such figure is necessarily arbitrary, so we offer as one possible practical alternative guideline: 'Any undeclared 
competing financial interests that could embarrass you were they to become publicly known after your work was published.'



We do not consider diversified mutual funds or investment trusts to constitute a competing financial interest. 



Application to authors




Unless/until the paper is published, authors' declarations will be considered confidential, and will not be disclosed to peer-reviewers. 



The published paper indicates the authors' response using one of the following standard wordings:



Authors declare competing financial interests: details accompany the paper on (url of journal website). 

Authors declare they have no competing financial interests.

Authors decline to provide information about competing financial interests

For papers with more than one author, the corresponding author (the person responsible for communication with the journal) should 
provide a declaration on behalf of all authors.



We also recognise that some authors may be bound by confidentiality agreements. In such cases the authors may be invited to use the 
following standard wording as an alternative to itemized disclosure: 'The authors declare that they are bound by confidentiality 
agreements that prevent them from disclosing their financial interests in this work.'



We do not require authors to state the monetary value of their financial interests. 



Application to referees




The Nature journals invite peer-reviewers to exclude themselves in cases where there is a significant conflict of interest, financial or 
otherwise. However, just as financial interests need not invalidate the conclusions of a paper, nor do they automatically disqualify an 
individual from evaluating it. We ask peer-reviewers to inform the editors of any related interests, including financial interests as 
defined above, that might be perceived as relevant. Editors will consider these statements when weighing reviewers' 
recommendations.



Application to editors



http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v409/n6821/full/409649b0.html
/authors/editorial_policies/cfi_form.html




All Nature journal editorial staff are required to declare to their employer (Nature Publishing Group) any interests - financial or 
otherwise - that might influence, or be perceived to influence, their editorial practices. Failure to do so is a disciplinary offence.



Application to publishing policy




The Nature journals thrive on their independence. Their strict policy is that editorial independence, decisions and content should not be 
compromised by commercial or financial interests, or by any specific arrangements with advertising clients or sponsors. Our policy is to 
disclose such arrangements where there is any risk of a perception of compromise. A list of all sponsors associated with Nature 
Publishing Group is available.



Reasons for policy




Before the adoption of the policy described above, the policy of the Nature journals was that no declarations of competing interests 
were required from authors, and that potential referees should disqualify themselves from refereeing if they felt they had such a 
conflict. The current policy, introduced in 2001, is not based on any assumption that commercial interests of researchers are likely to 
lead to a lack of research integrity. Rather, it is based on a recognition of potential problems for three principal reasons. 



First, there is suggestive evidence in the literature that publication practices in biomedical research have been influenced by the 
commercial interests of authors. Examples for original research and secondary literature (review articles and the like) are given here. 
This evidence is consistent with the truism that, although, in principle, science may be objective and its findings independent of other 
interests, scientists can be imperfect and subjective. There are circumstances where selection of evidence, interpretation of results or 
emphasis of presentation might be inadvertently or even deliberately biased by a researcher's other interests.



Second, there is a more general concern among researchers and others about the possible undermining of the integrity of scientific 
research by increasing commercial links and consequent influences. We believe that the best way to maintain readers' trust in the 
integrity of the research we publish is through a policy of transparency. If financial interests are disclosed, readers will be able to make 
an informed judgment about their significance or lack of significance. We believe this will be to the benefit of readers and authors 
alike.



Third, many institutions have introduced policies on competing interests that require authors to include descriptions of financial and 
other interests in publications. We are happy to support them.



We do not expect to police this policy ourselves: we believe that primary responsibility for ensuring that researchers' conduct is 
appropriate lies with their employers, rather than with journal editors. However, where we believe trust in the published work has been 
significantly compromised by an author's actions, we will seek to redress the matter by an appropriate combination of sanctions and 
communication to readers and employers, which may include imposed corrections. Such corrections are linked to the original paper so 
that those accessing the work via web searches also see the correction.



We welcome comments and suggestions about this policy.



Dr Philip Campbell Editor, Nature Editor-in-Chief, Nature publications 



Nature journals' editorials providing further details about this policy:



Nature: Declaration of financial interests



Nature Neuroscience: A new policy on financial disclosure



Nature Immunology: Competing financial interests



Nature Neuroscience: Financial disclosure for review authors



Nature Cell Biology: Nothing to declare



Nature Medicine: Dealing with disclosure



Nature Methods: Nothing to declare?



Confidentiality




Nature journals keep confidential all details about a submitted manscript and do not comment to any outside organization about 
manucripts under consideration by the journals while they are under consideration or if they are rejected. The journal editors may 
comment publicly on published material, but their comments are restricted to the content itself and their evaluation of it. 



After a manuscript is submitted, correspondence with the Nature journal, referees' reports and other confidential material, whether or 
not the submission is eventually published, must not be posted on any website or otherwise publicised without prior permission from 
the editors. The editors themselves are not allowed to discuss manuscripts with third parties or to reveal information about 

http://npg.nature.com/npg/servlet/Content?data=xml/10_clients.xml&style=xml/10_clients.xsl
/nature/journal/v412/n6849/full/412751a0_fs.html
/neuro/journal/v4/n10/full/nn1001-961.html
/doifinder/10.1038/nn1003-997
mailto:authors@nature.com
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v412/n6849/full/412751a0_fs.html
http://foxtrot.nature.com/neuro/journal/v4/n10/full/nn1001-961.html
http://www.nature.com/ni/journal/v2/n10/full/ni1001-891.html
http://www.nature.com/neuro/journal/v6/n10/full/nn1003-997.html
http://www.nature.com/ncb/journal/v6/n6/pdf/ncb0604-467.pdf
http://www.nature.com/nm/journal/v12/n9/full/nm0906-979.html
http://www.nature.com/nmeth/journal/v3/n11/full/nmeth1106-869.html


correspondence and other interactions with authors and referees.



Referees of mansucripts submitted to Nature journals undertake in advance to maintain confidentiality of manuscripts and any 
associated supplementary data.



Pre-publicity




Nature journal authors must not discuss contributions with the media (including other scientific journals) until the publication date; 
advertising the contents of any contribution to the media may lead to rejection. The only exception is in the week before publication, 
during which contributions may be discussed with the media if authors and their representatives (institutions, funders) clearly indicate 
to journalists that their contents must not be publicized until the journal's press embargo has elapsed. Authors will be informed of 
embargo dates and timings after acceptance for publication of their articles. 



Presentation and discussion of material submitted to a Nature journal at scientific meetings is encouraged, but authors must indicate 
that their work is subject to press embargo and decline to discuss it with members of the media. Authors are free to distribute preprints 
of submitted or 'in press' papers to professional colleagues, but not to the media.



Occasionally, journalists and editors hear about work at talks given at scientific meetings and mention this work in meeting reports or 
editorials in their journals. In these cases, a Nature journal will assess the extent to which authors have solicited this interest or 
cooperated with journalists. If, in the judgement of the editors, the journal's embargo policy has been broken, the submitted paper may 
be rejected, even if it is technically 'in press'.



Contributions submitted to or in press with a Nature journal must not be posted on any web site, except for preprints posted on 
recognized preprint servers (such as ArXiv) where this is community practice. The server concerned must be identified to the editor in 
the cover letter accompanying submission of the paper, and the content of the paper must not be advertised to the media by virtue of 
being on the preprint server. 



Posting of articles on authors', institutions' and funders' websites after publication is explained in NPG's license to publish policy.



Editorials providing information about pre-publicity policy:



Nature: Preprints and Nature; Nature respects preprint servers



BIOETHICS

   
Human and other animal experiments




For primary research manuscripts in the Nature journals (Articles, Letters, Brief Communications, Technical Reports) reporting 
experiments on live vertebrates and/or higher invertebrates, the corresponding author must confirm that all experiments were 
performed in accordance with relevant guidelines and regulations. The manuscript must include in the Supplementary Information 
(methods) section (or, if brief, within of the print/online article at an appropriate place), a statement identifying the institutional and/or 
licensing committee approving the experiments, including any relevant details. 



For experiments involving human subjects, authors must identify the committee approving the experiments, and include with their 
submission a statement confirming that informed consent was obtained from all subjects.



Nature journal editorials providing more details about these policies:



Nature Methods: Of guinea pigs and men



Nature Genetics: Animal research and the search for understanding



Nature: Standards for papers on cloning



Nature: An open debate



Nature journals' policy on biosecurity




Nature journal editors may seek advice about submitted papers not only from technical reviewers but also on any aspect of a paper 
that raises concerns. These may include, for example, ethical issues or issues of data or materials access. Very occasionally, concerns 
may also relate to the implications to society of publishing a paper, including threats to security. In such circumstances, advice will 
usually be sought simultaneously with the technical peer-review process. As in all publishing decisions, the ultimate decision whether 
to publish is the responsibility of the editor of the Nature journal concerned. 



The threat posed by bioweapons raises the unusual need to assess the balance of risk and benefit in publication. Editors are not 
necessarily well qualified to make such judgements unassisted, and so we reserve the right to take expert advice in cases where we 
believe that concerns may arise. We recognize the widespread view that openness in science helps to alert society to potential threats 
and to defend against them, and we anticipate that only very rarely (if at all) will the risks be perceived as outweighing the benefits of 

http://www.nature.com/authors/editorial_policies/embargo.html
http://www.nature.com/authors/editorial_policies/license.html
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v390/n6659/full/390427b0_fs.html
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v434/n7031/full/434257b_fs.html
http://www.nature.com/nmeth/journal/v2/n10/full/nmeth1005-721.html
http://www.nature.com/ng/journal/v38/n5/full/ng0506-497.html
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v439/n7074/full/439243a.html
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v444/n7121/full/444789b.html


publishing a paper that has otherwise been deemed appropriate for a Nature journal. Nevertheless, we think it appropriate to consider 
such risks and to have a formal policy for dealing with them if need arises. 



The editorial staff of Nature journals maintains a network of advisers on biosecurity issues. All concerns on that score, including the 
commissioning of external advice, will be shared within an editorial monitoring group consisting of the Editor-in-Chief of Nature 
publications, the Executive Editor of the Nature research journals, the Chief Biological Sciences Editor of Nature, and the chief editor of 
the journal concerned.



Once a decision has been reached, authors will be informed if biosecurity advice has informed that decision. Please see the 

joint statement by journal editors. 



Nature journal editorials providing more details on biosecurity policies and publishing issues:



Nature Medicine: Freedom of information



Nature: Statement on the consideration of biodefence and biosecurity



Nature Immunology: Dealing with potential dangers



Nature Methods: The challenge of responsible methods



Nature Immunology: Biosecurity with 'bio-sense'



Nature: Rules of engagement



Nature: Risks and benefits of dual-use research



Nature: Network of concern



Nature: Towards better biosecurity



AVAILABILITY OF DATA & MATERIALS

   
Availability of data & materials




An inherent principle of publication is that others should be able to replicate and build upon the authors' published claims. Therefore, a 
condition of publication in a Nature journal is that authors are required to make materials, data and associated protocols available to 
readers promptly on request. Any restrictions on the availability of materials or information must be disclosed at the time of submission 
of the manuscript and the methods section of the manuscript itself should include details of how materials and information may be 
obtained, including any restrictions that may apply. One preferred form of disclosure is a link from the methods section to a copy of the 
relevant Material Transfer Agreement (MTA) form, which is hosted as Supplementary Information on the journal's web site. Authors 
may charge a reasonable fee to cover the costs of producing and distributing materials. If materials are to be distributed by a for-profit 
company, this should be stated in the paper.



Nature journal editorials providing more detail for these policies: 



Nature Cell Biology: Policy update (sharing materials)



Nature Chemical Biology: Molecular cross-fertilization



Nature Cell Biology: Sharing science



Nature: Illuminating the black box



Nature Cell Biology: Nothing to hide (data not shown)



Nature Genetics: Access to materials



Mutant strains and cell lines




For materials such as mutant strains and cell lines, authors are expected to use established public repositories and provide relevant 
accession numbers (for example, Jackson Laboratory, Mutant Mouse Regional Resource Centers, American Type Culture Collection, 
UK Stem Cell Bank, and so on) wherever possible. 



Peer-reviewers may be asked to comment on the terms of access to materials, methods and/or datasets; Nature journals reserve the 
right to refuse publication in cases where authors are unable to provide adequate assurances that essential resources will be made 
freely available to the community. 



Relevant editorials in Nature journals:


http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v421/n6925/full/nature01479_fs.html
http://www.nature.com/nm/journal/v8/n9/full/nm0902-899.html
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v421/n6925/full/nature01479.html
http://www.nature.com/ni/journal/v4/n3/full/ni0303-199.html
http://www.nature.com/nmeth/journal/v1/n2/full/nmeth1104-93.html
http://www.nature.com/ni/journal/v5/n12/full/ni1204-1191.html
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v436/n7047/full/436002a.html
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v435/n7044/full/435855a.html
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v439/n7077/full/439633b.html
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v440/n7085/full/440715a.html
http://www.nature.com/ncb/journal/v7/n3/pdf/ncb0305-203.pdf
http://www.nature.com/nchembio/journal/v2/n2/full/nchembio0206-53.html
http://www.nature.com/ncb/journal/v8/n5/pdf/ncb0506-425.pdf
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v442/n7098/full/442001a.html
http://www.nature.com/ncb/journal/v8/n6/pdf/ncb0606-541a.pdf
http://www.nature.com/ng/journal/v36/n10/full/ng1004-1025.html
http://www.jax.org/
http://www.mmrrc.org/
http://www.lgcpromochem.com/atcc/
http://www.ukstemcellbank.org.uk/




Nature Genetics: How to discuss ancestry and ethnicity



Nature Genetics: Criteria for association



Sequences and structures




Papers reporting protein or DNA sequences and molecular structures will not be accepted without an accession number to 
Genbank/EMBL/DDBJ, Brookhaven, SWISS-PROT or other appropriate, identified, publicly available database in general use in the 
field that gives free access to researchers from the date of publication, as described in the Nature editorials listed below. All novel 
sequences or structure data must be made available to editors and referees either as Supplementary Information (five copies if 
provided on disk) or by an accession number to an appropriate publicly accessible database that can be accessed before publication. 
Please note that this policy includes even short stretches of novel sequence information such as epitopes, functional domains, genetic 
markers, or haplotypes. Short novel sequences must include surrounding sequence information to provide context. 



Only indexed public repositories are acceptable for providing this type of information. Accession numbers are provided directly to 
authors by these databases on deposition of data, and must be included in the Nature journal paper before publication. 



Papers must state that atomic coordinates and structure factor files (or comparable NMR data) have been deposited in the 

Protein DataBank (or Nucleic Acids database or BioMagResBank, as appropriate), and must list the accession code(s). Accessibility 
must be designated 'for immediate release on publication'. Authors must provide atomic coordinates and structure-factor files upon 
request of peer-reviewers and editors for the purposes of evaluating the manuscript, if they are not already freely accessible in a 
publicly available and recognized database, via CD (five copies are required). 



Nature journal editorials providing more detail for these policies:&nbsp; 



Nature: New policy for structural data



Nature: Rules of genome access



Nature Medicine: Structural Integrity



Nature: Crystal Clear



Nature Cell Biology: Whither RNAi?



Microarrays




Please see the MGED open letter specifying microarray standards. Authors submitting manuscripts containing microarray data must 
either provide accession number and URL or supply the data as Supplementary Information on CD at time of submission. The data 
must be MIAME-compliant and supplied in a form that is widely accessible, with the completed checklist also placed on the CD. If data 
are provided via CD at submission rather than as links to database entries, five copies are required so that they can be sent to peer-
reviewers. 



Nature journals require submission of microarray data to the GEO or ArrayExpress databases, with accession numbers at or before 
acceptance of the paper for publication. 



Nature journal editorials providing more detail for these policies:



Nature: Microarray standards at last



Nature Immunology: Microarray policy



Other supporting data




Any supporting data sets for which there is no public repository must be made available to referees at submission and any interested 
reader on and after the publication date from the authors directly, the author providing a URL to be used in the paper on publication. 



Such material must be hosted on an accredited independent site (URL and accession numbers to be provided by the author), or sent 
to the Nature journal at submission, either uploaded via the journal's online submission service, or if the files are too large or in an 
unsuitable format for this purpose, on CD/DVD (five copies). Such material cannot solely be hosted on an author's personal or 
institutional web site.



After publication, readers who encounter a persistent refusal by the authors to comply with these guidelines should contact the chief 
editor of the Nature journal concerned, with 'materials complaint' and publication reference of the article as part of the subject line. In 
cases where editors are unable to resolve a complaint, the journal reserves the right to refer the correspondence to the author's 
funding institution and/or to publish a statement of formal correction, linked to the publication, that readers have been unable to obtain 
necessary materials or reagents to replicate the findings. 




http://www.nature.com/ng/journal/v36/n6/full/ng0604-541.html
http://www.nature.com/ng/journal/v37/n11/full/ng1105-1153.html
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/Genbank/
http://www.ebi.ac.uk/embl/
http://www.ddbj.nig.ac.jp/
http://pdb.ccdc.cam.ac.uk/pdb/
http://www.ebi.ac.uk/swissprot/
http://pdb.ccdc.cam.ac.uk/pdb/
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v394/n6689/full/394105b0_fs.html
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v404/n6776/full/404317a0_fs.html
http://www.nature.com/nm/journal/v11/n2/full/nm0205-103.html
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v435/n7046/full/4351138b.html
http://www.nature.com/ncb/journal/v5/n6/pdf/ncb0603-490.pdf
http://www.mged.org/Workgroups/MIAME/miame_checklist.html
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/geo/
http://www.ebi.ac.uk/arrayexpress
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v419/n6905/full/419323a.html
http://www.nature.com/ni/journal/v4/n2/full/ni0203-93.html


Digital image integrity and standardsImages submitted with a manuscript for review should be minimally processed (for instance, to 
add arrows to a micrograph). Authors should retain their unprocessed data and metadata files, as editors may request them to aid in 
manuscript evaluation. If unprocessed data are unavailable, manuscript evaluation may be stalled until the issue is resolved. All 
digitized images submitted with the final revision of the manuscript must be of high quality and have resolutions of at least 300 dpi.



A certain degree of image processing is acceptable for publication (and for some experiments, fields and techniques is unavoidable), 
but the final image must correctly represent the original data and conform to community standards. The guidelines below will aid in 
accurate data presentation at the image processing level; authors must also take care to exercise prudence during data acquisition, 
where misrepresentation must equally be avoided. Manuscripts should include a single Supplementary Methods file (or a subsection of 
a larger Supplementary Methods file) labelled 'equipment and settings' that describes for each figure the pertinent instrument settings, 
acquisition conditions and processing changes, as described in this guide. 



Authors should list all image acquisition tools and image processing software packages used. Authors should document key image-
gathering settings and processing manipulations in the Supplementary Methods. 



Images gathered at different times or from different locations should not be combined into a single image, unless it is stated that the 
resultant image is a product of time-averaged data or a time-lapse sequence. If juxtaposing images is essential, the borders should be 
clearly demarcated in the figure and described in the legend. 



The use of touch-up tools, such as cloning and healing tools in Photoshop, or any feature that deliberately obscures manipulations, is 
to be avoided. 



Processing (such as changing brightness and contrast) is appropriate only when it is applied equally across the entire image and is 
applied equally to controls. Contrast should not be adjusted so that data disappear. Excessive manipulations, such as processing to 
emphasize one region in the image at the expense of others (for example, through the use of a biased choice of threshold settings), is 
inappropriate, as is emphasizing experimental data relative to the control. 



When submitting revised final figures upon conditional acceptance, authors may be asked to submit original, unprocessed images.



Electrophoretic gels and blots



Positive and negative controls, as well as molecular size markers, should be included on each gel and blot - either in the main figure or 
an expanded data supplementary figure. For previously characterized antibodies, a citation must be provided. For antibodies less well 
characterized in the system under study, a detailed characterization that demonstrates not only the specificity of the antibody, but also 
the range of reactivity of the reagent in the assay, should be published as Supplementary Information. 



The display of cropped gels and blots in the main paper is encouraged if it improves the clarity and conciseness of the presentation. In 
such cases, the cropping must be mentioned in the figure legend and the supplementary information should include full-length gels and 
blots wherever possible. These uncropped images should be labeled as in the main text and placed in a single supplementary figure. 
The manuscript's figure legends should state that 'full-length blots/gels are presented in Supplementary Figure X.'



Vertically sliced gels that juxtapose lanes that were not contiguous in the experiment must have a clear separation or a black line 
delineating the boundary between the gels. 



Cropped gels in the paper must retain important bands. 



Cropped blots in the body of the paper should retain at least six band widths above and below the band. 



High-contrast gels and blots are discouraged, as overexposure may mask additional bands. Authors should strive for exposures with 
gray backgrounds. Multiple exposures should be presented in supplementary information if high contrast is unavoidable. Immunoblots 
should be surrounded by a black line to indicate the borders of the blot, if the background is faint. 



For quantitative comparisons, appropriate reagents, controls and imaging methods with linear signal ranges should be used.



Microscopy



Authors should be prepared to supply the editors with original data upon request, at the resolution collected, from which their images 
were generated. Cells from multiple fields should not be juxtaposed in a single field; instead multiple supporting fields of cells should be 
shown as supplementary information.



Specific guidelines: Adjustments should be applied to the entire image. Threshold manipulation, expansion or contraction of signal 
ranges and the altering of high signals should be avoided. If 'Pseudo-coloring' and nonlinear adjustment (for example 'gamma 
changes') are used, this must be disclosed. Adjustments of individual color channels are sometimes necessary on 'merged' images, 
but this should be noted in the figure legend. 



We encourage inclusion of the following with the final revised version of the manuscript for publication: 



In the Methods, specify the type of equipment (microscopes/objective lenses, cameras, detectors, filter model and batch number) and 
acquisition software used. Although we appreciate that there is some variation between instruments, equipment settings for critical 



measurements should also be listed. 



A single Supplementary Methods file (or subsection of a Supplementary Methods file) titled 'equipment and settings' should list for 
each image: acquisition information, including time and space resolution data (xyzt and pixel dimensions); image bit depth; 
experimental conditions such as temperature and imaging medium; and fluorochromes (excitation and emission wavelengths or 
ranges, filters, dichroic beamsplitters, if any). 



The display lookup table (LUT) and the quantitative map between the LUT and the bitmap should be provided, especially when 
rainbow pseudocolor is used. If the LUT is linear and covers the full range of the data, that should be stated. 



Processing software should be named and manipulations indicated (such as type of deconvolution, 3D reconstructions, surface and 
volume rendering, 'gamma changes', filtering, thresholding and projection). 



Authors should state the measured resolution at which an image was acquired and any downstream processing or averaging that 
enhances the resolution of the image.



Editorials providing more detail for these policies:



Nature Cell Biology: Gel slicing and dicing: a recipe for disaster



Nature Cell Biology: Beautification and fraud



Nature Cell Biology: Appreciating data: warts, wrinkes and all



Nature: Not picture perfect



Nature Methods: A picture worth a thousand words (of explanation) 



PEER REVIEW POLICY

   
General information




The following types of contribution to Nature journals are peer-reviewed: Articles, Letters, Brief Communications, Communications 
Arising, Technical Reports, Analysis, Reviews, Perspectives, Progress articles and Insight articles. All forms of published correction 
may also be peer-reviewed at the discretion of the editors.



Other contributed articles are not usually peer-reviewed. Nevertheless, articles published in these sections, particularly if they present 
technical information, may be peer-reviewed at the discretion of the editors. 



For any general questions and comments about the peer-review process, the journal or its editorial policies that are not addressed 
here, we encourage reviewers to contact us using the feedback links in the box at the top right of each page in the authors & referees' 
website.



Questions about a specific manuscript should be directed to the editor who is handling the manuscript.



Online manuscript review




We ask peer-reviewers to submit their reports via our secure online system by following the link provided in the editor's email. There is 
an online help guide to assist in using this system, and a helpdesk email account for any technical problems.



Criteria for publication




Nature journals receive many more submissions than they can publish. Therefore, we ask peer-reviewers to keep in mind that every 
paper that is accepted means that another good paper must be rejected. To be published in a Nature journal, a paper should meet four 
general criteria: 



Provides strong evidence for its conclusions. 

Novel (we do not consider meeting report abstracts and preprints on community servers to compromise novelty). 

Of extreme importance to scientists in the specific field. 

Ideally, interesting to researchers in other related disciplines. 



In general, to be acceptable, a paper should represent an advance in understanding likely to influence thinking in the field. There 
should be a discernible reason why the work deserves the visibility of publication in a Nature journal rather than the best of the 
specialist journals.



The review process




All submitted manuscripts are read by the editorial staff. To save time for authors and peer-reviewers, only those papers that seem 
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most likely to meet our editorial criteria are sent for formal review. Those papers judged by the editors to be of insufficient general 
interest or otherwise inappropriate are rejected promptly without external review (although these decisions may be based on informal 
advice from specialists in the field). 



Manuscripts judged to be of potential interest to our readership are sent for formal review, typically to two or three reviewers, but 
sometimes more if special advice is needed (for example on statistics or a particular technique). The editors then make a decision 
based on the reviewers' advice, from among several possibilities:



Accept, with or without editorial revisions 

Invite the authors to revise their manuscript to address specific concerns before a final decision is reached 

Reject, but indicate to the authors that further work might justify a resubmission 

Reject outright, typically on grounds of specialist interest, lack of novelty, insufficient conceptual advance or major technical and/or 
interpretational problems



Reviewers are welcome to recommend a particular course of action, but they should bear in mind that the other reviewers of a 
particular paper may have different technical expertise and/or views, and the editors may have to make a decision based on conflicting 
advice. The most useful reports, therefore, provide the editors with the information on which a decision should be based. Setting out 
the arguments for and against publication is often more helpful to the editors than a direct recommendation one way or the other.



Editorial decisions are not a matter of counting votes or numerical rank assessments, and we do not always follow the majority 
recommendation. We try to evaluate the strength of the arguments raised by each reviewer and by the authors, and we may also 
consider other information not available to either party. Our primary responsibilities are to our readers and to the scientific community 
at large, and in deciding how best to serve them, we must weigh the claims of each paper against the many others also under 
consideration.



We may return to reviewers for further advice, particularly in cases where they disagree with each other, or where the authors believe 
they have been misunderstood on points of fact. We therefore ask that reviewers should be willing to provide follow-up advice as 
requested. We are very aware, however, that reviewers are usually reluctant to be drawn into prolonged disputes, so we try to keep 
consultation to the minimum we judge necessary to provide a fair hearing for the authors.



When reviewers agree to assess a paper, we consider this a commitment to review subsequent revisions. However, editors will not 
send resubmitted paper back to the reviewers if it seems that the authors have not made a serious attempt to address the criticisms.



We take reviewers' criticisms seriously; in particular, we are very reluctant to disregard technical criticisms. In cases where one 
reviewer alone opposes publication, we may consult with the other reviewers as to whether s/he is applying an unduly critical standard. 
We occasionally bring in additional reviewers to resolve disputes, but we prefer to avoid doing so unless there is a specific issue, for 
example a specialist technical point, on which we feel a need for further advice.



Selecting peer-reviewers




Reviewer selection is critical to the publication process, and we base our choice on many factors, including expertise, reputation, 
specific recommendations and our own previous experience of a reviewer's characteristics. For instance, we avoid using people who 
are slow, careless, or do not provide reasoning for their views, whether harsh or lenient. 



We check with potential reviewers before sending them manuscripts to review. Reviewers should bear in mind that these messages 
contain confidential information, which should be treated as such.



Access to the literature




If a reviewer does not have access to any published paper that is necessary for evaluation of a submitted manuscript, the journal will 
supply the reviewer with a copy. Under these circumstances, the reviewer should send the publication reference of the paper required 
to the editor who sent them the paper to review. The editor will obtain the paper, paying any necessary fees, and send it to the 
reviewer.



Writing the review




The primary purpose of the review is to provide the editors with the information needed to reach a decision. The review should also 
instruct the authors on how they can strengthen their paper to the point where it may be acceptable. As far as possible, a negative 
review should explain to the authors the weaknesses of their manuscript, so that rejected authors can understand the basis for the 
decision and see in broad terms what needs to be done to improve the manuscript for publication elsewhere. This is secondary to the 
other functions, however, and referees should not feel obliged to provide detailed, constructive advice to authors of papers that do not 
meet the criteria for the journal (as outlined in the letter from the editor when asking for the review). If the reviewer believes that a 
manuscript would not be suitable for publication, his/her report to the author should be as brief as is consistent with enabling the author 
to understand the reason for the decision. 



Confidential comments to the editor are welcome, but it is helpful if the main points are stated in the comments for transmission to the 
authors. The ideal review should answer the following questions:



Who will be interested in reading the paper, and why? 




What are the main claims of the paper and how significant are they? 

Is the paper likely to be one of the five most significant papers published in the discipline this year? 

How does the paper stand out from others in its field? 

Are the claims novel? If not, which published papers compromise novelty? Are the claims convincing? If not, what further evidence is 
needed? 

Are there other experiments or work that would strengthen the paper further? 

How much would further work improve it, and how difficult would this be? Would it take a long time? 

Are the claims appropriately discussed in the context of previous literature? 

If the manuscript is unacceptable, is the study sufficiently promising to encourage the authors to resubmit? 

If the manuscript is unacceptable but promising, what specific work is needed to make it acceptable? 



Other questions to consider




We appreciate that reviewers are busy, and we are very grateful if they can answer the questions in the section above. However, if 
time is available, it is extremely helpful to the editors if reviewers can advise on some of the following points: 



Is the manuscript clearly written? 

If not, how could it be made more clear or accessible to nonspecialists? 

Would readers outside the discipline benefit from a schematic of the main result to accompany publication? 

Could the manuscript be shortened? (Because of pressure on space in our printed pages we aim to publish manuscripts as short as is 
consistent with a persuasive message.) 

Should the authors be asked to provide supplementary methods or data to accompany the paper online? (Such data might include 
source code for modelling studies, detailed experimental protocols or mathematical derivations.) 

Have the authors done themselves justice without overselling their claims? 

Have they been fair in their treatment of previous literature? 

Have they provided sufficient methodological detail that the experiments could be reproduced? 

Is the statistical analysis of the data sound, and does it conform to the journal's guidelines? 

Are the reagents generally available? 

Are there any special ethical concerns arising from the use of human or other animal subjects? 



Timing




Nature journals are committed to rapid editorial decisions and publication, and we believe that an efficient editorial process is a 
valuable service both to our authors and to the scientific community as a whole. We therefore ask reviewers to respond promptly within 
the number of days agreed. If reviewers anticipate a longer delay then previously expected, we ask them to let us know so that we can 
keep the authors informed and, where necessary, find alternatives.



Anonymity




We do not release reviewers' identities to authors or to other reviewers, except when reviewers specifically ask to be identified. Unless 
they feel strongly, however, we prefer that reviewers should remain anonymous throughout the review process and beyond. Before 
revealing their identities, reviewerss should consider the possibility that they may be asked to comment on the criticisms of other 
reviewers and on further revisions of the manuscript; identified reviewers may find it more difficult to be objective in such 
circumstances. 



We ask reviewers not to identify themselves to authors without the editor's knowledge. If they wish to reveal their identities while the 
manuscript is under consideration, this should be done via the editor, or if this is not practicable, we ask authors to inform the editor as 
soon as possible after the reviewer has revealed his or her identity to the author.



We deplore any attempt by authors to confront reviewers or determine their identities. Our own policy is to neither confirm nor deny any 
speculation about reviewers' identities, and we encourage reviewers to adopt a similar policy. 



Editing referees' reports




As a matter of policy, we do not suppress reviewers' reports; any comments that were intended for the authors are transmitted, 
regardless of what we may think of the content. On rare occasions, we may edit a report to remove offensive language or comments 
that reveal confidential information about other matters. We ask reviewers to avoid statements that may cause needless offence; 
conversely, we strongly encourage reviewers to state plainly their opinion of a paper. Authors should recognize that criticisms are not 
necessarily unfair simply because they are expressed in robust language.



The peer-review system




It is editors' experience that the peer-review process is an essential part of the publication process, which improves the manuscripts 
our journals publish. Not only does peer review provide an independent assessment of the importance and technical accuracy of the 
results described, but the feedback from referees conveyed to authors with the editors' advice frequently results in manuscripts being 
refined so that their structure and logic is more readily apparent to readers. 



Nature journals are appreciative of its peer-reviewers, of whom there are many tens of thousands. It is only by collaboration with our 



reviewers that editors can ensure that the manuscripts we publish are among the most important in their disciplines of scientific 
research. We appreciate the time that reviewers devote to assessing the manuscripts we send them, which helps ensure that Nature 
journals publish only material of the very highest quality. In particular, many submitted manuscripts contain large volumes of additional 
(supplementary) data and other material, which take time to evaluate. We thank our reviewers for their continued commitment to our 
publication process.



Much has been written, in Nature journals and elsewhere, on the peer-review system as a whole. Alternative systems have been 
proposed in outline: for example, signed peer-review, blind peer-review and open peer review. The system has been exhaustively 
studied, reported on, and assessed -- both positively and negatively.



Nature journals' position on the value of the peer-review system is represented in the following extract from an editorial in Nature 
Immunology. 



Reviewing peer review The goals of peer review are both lofty and mundane. It is the responsibility of journals to administer an 
effective review system. Peer review is designed to select technically valid research of significant interest. Referees are expected to 
identify flaws, suggest improvements and assess novelty. If the manuscript is deemed important enough to be published in a high 
visibility journal, referees ensure that it is internally consistent, thereby ferreting out spurious conclusions or clumsy frauds.



One problem with manuscript selection is the inherent tension between referees and authors. Referees wish for only the most solid 
science to be published, yet when they 'switch hats' to that of author, they desire quick publication of their novel ideas and approaches. 
Authors of papers that blow against the prevailing winds bear a far greater burden of proof than normally expected in publishing their 
challenge to the current paradigm. Veering too far in one direction or the other leads to complaints either that peer review isn't stringent 
enough, or that it is stifling the freshest research. It is the job of the editors to try to avoid both extremes.



Journal editors do not expect peer review to ferret out cleverly concealed, deliberate deceptions. A peer reviewer can only evaluate 
what the authors chose to include in the manuscript. This contrasts with the expectation in the popular press that peer review is a 
process by which fraudulent data is detected before publication (although that sometimes happens).



We are continually impressed with peer review's positive impact on almost every paper we publish. Even papers that are 
misunderstood by reviewers are usually rewritten and improved before resubmission. Mistakes are made, but peer review, through 
conscientious effort on the part of referees, helps to protect the literature, promote good science and select the best. Until a truly viable 
alternative is provided, we wouldn't have it any other way.



The full text of this editorial is available through Nature Immunology. 



In 2006, Nature published a comprehensive web focus on the peer review system. All articles in this focus are open for readers' 
comments via a link at the end of each article.







Peer-review publication policies




All contributions submitted to Nature journals that are selected for peer-review are sent to at least one, but usually two or more, 
independent reviewers, selected by the editors. Authors are welcome to suggest suitable independent reviewers and may also request 
that the journal excludes one or two individuals or laboratories. The journal sympathetically considers such requests and usually 
honours them, but the editor's decision on the choice of referees is final. 



As a condition of agreeing to assess the manuscript, all reviewers undertake to keep submitted manuscripts and associated data 
confidential, and not to redistribute them without permission from the journal. If a reviewer seeks advice from colleagues while 
assessing a manuscript, he or she ensures that confidentiality is maintained and that the names of any such colleagues are provided to 
the journal with the final report. By this and by other means, Nature journals endeavour to keep the content of all submissions 
confidential until the publication date other than in the specific case of its embargoed press release available to registered journalists. 
Although we go to every effort to ensure reviewers honour their promise to ensure confidentiality, we are not responsible for the 
conduct of reviewers.



Reviewers should be aware that it is our policy to keep their names confidential, and that we do our utmost to ensure this 
confidentiality. Under normal circumstances, blind peer-review is protected from legislation. We cannot, however, guarantee to 
maintain this confidentiality in the face of a successful legal action to disclose identity in the event of a reviewer having written 
personally derogatory comments about the authors in his or her reports. For this reason as well as for reasons of standard professional 
courtesy, we request reviewers to refrain from personally negative comments about the authors of submitted manuscripts. Frank 
comments about the scientific content of the manuscripts, however, are strongly encouraged by the editors.



Nature journal editorials providing more detail for these policies:



Nature Neuroscience: Pros and cons of open peer-review



Nature Methods: A method for peer review, a peer review for methods



Nature Neuroscience: Making the most of peer-review
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Nature Immunology: Reviewing peer-review



Nature Cell Biology: Editorial procedures reviewed



Nature Cell Biology: Reviewing peer-review



Nature Chemical Biology: Reviewing all options



Nature: Peer review on trial



Nature Immunology: Under review



Nature: Peer review and fraud



Ethics and security




Nature journal editors may seek advice about submitted papers not only from technical reviewers but also on any aspect of a paper 
that raises concerns. These may include, for example, ethical issues or issues of data or materials access. Very occasionally, concerns 
may also relate to the implications to society of publishing a paper, including threats to security. In such circumstances, advice will 
usually be sought simultaneously with the technical peer-review process. As in all publishing decisions, the ultimate decision whether 
to publish is the responsibility of the editor of the journal concerned. 



EMBARGO

   
Communication with the media




Material submitted to Nature journals must not be discussed with the media, except in the case of accepted contributions, which can be 
discussed with the media no more than a week before the publication date under our embargo conditions. We reserve the right to halt 
the consideration or publication of a paper if this condition is broken. 



Each Nature journal produces and distributes to a registered list a press release summarizing the content of the next issue's 
publication. Journalists are encouraged to read the full version of any papers they wish to cover, and are given the names of 
corresponding authors, together with phone and fax numbers and e-mail addresses. They receive access to the full text of papers 
about a week before publication on a password-protected website, together with other relevant material (for example, an 
accompanying News and Views article, and any extra illustrations provided by the authors). The content of the press release and 
papers is embargoed until the time and date clearly stated on the press release.



Papers that are deemed especially newsworthy are highlighted by a brief summary on the press release for that journal, written by the 
editors and the press office. Authors may therefore receive calls or emails from the media during this time; we encourage them to 
cooperate with journalists so that media coverage of their work is accurate and balanced. Authors whose papers are scheduled for 
publication may also arrange their own publicity (for instance through their institutional press offices), but they must strictly adhere to 
our press embargo and are advised to coordinate their own publicity with our press office.



The Nature journals believe that their embargo serves scientists, authors, journalists and the public. Our policy is to release information 
about our content in a way that provides fair and equal access to the media, allowing it to provide informed comment based on the 
complete and final version of the paper that is to be published. Authors and their institutions' press offices are able then to interact with 
the media ahead of publication, and benefit from the subsequent coverage. 



The benefits of peer review as a means of giving journalists confidence in new work published in journals are self-evident. Premature 
release to the media denies journalists that confidence. It also removes journalists' ability to obtain informed reactions about the work 
from independent researchers in the field.



For all these reasons, Nature journals have refused to publish papers prematurely released to the press. Journalists who break our 
embargoes have been removed from the press-release circulation list, and we shall continue to use this sanction when appropriate. 



See editorial in Nature Methods: 



Deja vu? (what constitutes prepublication and how to avoid it).



Communication between scientists




Nature journals do not wish to hinder communication between scientists. For that reason, different embargo guidelines apply to work 
that has been discussed at a conference or displayed on a preprint server and picked up by the media as a result. (Neither conference 
presentations nor posting on recognized preprint servers constitute prior publication.) 



Our guidelines for authors and potential authors in such circumstances are clear-cut in principle: communicate with other researchers 
as much as you wish, whether on a recognised community preprint server or by discussion at scientific meetings, but do not encourage 
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premature publication by discussion with the press (beyond a formal presentation, if at a conference).



This advice may jar with those (including most researchers and all journalists) who see the freedom of information as a good thing, but 
it embodies a longer-term view: that publication in a peer-reviewed journal is the appropriate culmination of any piece of original 
research, and an essential prerequisite for public discussion.



If further clarification is required, please contact the Nature press office by e-mail.



Dr Philip Campbell Editor, Nature Editor-in-Chief, Nature publications 



CORRECTIONS

   
Correction and retraction policy




We recognize our responsibility to correct errors that we have previously published. Our policy is to consider refutations (readers' 
criticisms) of primary research papers, and to publish them (in concise form) if and only if the author provides compelling evidence that 
a major claim of the original paper was incorrect. Refutations are peer-reviewed, and where possible they are sent to the same 
referees who reviewed the original paper. A copy is usually also sent to the corresponding author of the original paper for signed 
comments. Refutations are typically published in the Communications Arising section of Nature (which is online-only) or the 
Correspondence section of other Nature journals, sometimes with a brief response from the original authors. Some submitted 
refutations are eventually published as retractions by the paper's authors. In both cases, the published refutation or retraction is linked 
online to the original paper, and the published paper is linked online to the refutation or retraction.



Complaints, disagreements over interpretation and other matters arising should be addressed to the editor of the journal concerned. 
Because debates over interpretation are often inconclusive, we do not automatically consider criticisms of review articles or other 
secondary material, and in the event that we decide to publish such a criticism we do not necessarily consult the original authors. 
Editorial decisions in such cases are based on considerations of reader interest, novelty of arguments, integrity of the publication 
record and fairness to the parties involved. Publication may take various forms at the discretion of the editor.



Corrections are published for significant errors in non-peer-reviewed content of the Nature journals at the discretion of the editors. 
Readers who have indentified such an error should send an email to the general email address of the journal, clearly stating the 
publication reference, title, author and section (eg News, Essay) of the article, and briefly explaining the error. 



The Nature journals operate the following policy for making corrections to the print and online versions of their peer-reviewed content. 




Publishable amendments requested by the authors of the publication are represented by a formal printed and online notice in the 
journal because they affect the publication record and/or the scientific accuracy of published information. Where these amendments 
concern peer-reviewed material, they fall into one of four categories: erratum, corrigendum, retraction or addendum, described here.



Erratum. Notification of an important error made by the journal that affects the publication record or the scientific integrity of the 
paper, or the reputation of the authors, or of the journal. 



Corrigendum. Notification of an important error made by the author(s) that affects the publication record or the scientific integrity of 
the paper, or the reputation of the authors or the journal. All authors must sign corrigenda submitted for publication. In cases where 
coauthors disagree, the editors will take advice from independent peer-reviewers and impose the type of amendment that seems most 
appropriate, noting the dissenting author(s) in the text of the published version.



Retraction. Notification of invalid results. All coauthors must sign a retraction specifying the error and stating briefly how the 
conclusions are affected, and submit it for publication. In cases where coauthors disagree, the editors will seek advice from 
independent peer-reviewers and impose the type of amendment that seems most appropriate, noting the dissenting author(s) in the 
text of the published version.



Addendum. Notification of a peer-reviewed addition of information to a paper, usually in response to readers' request for 
clarification. Addenda are published only rarely and only when the editors decide that the addendum is crucial to the reader's 
understanding of a significant part of the published contribution.



Editorial decision-making




Decisions about types of correction are made by the editors of the journal that published the paper, sometimes with peer-reviewers' 
advice. This process involves consultation with the authors of the paper, but the editor makes the final decision about the category in 
which the amendment is published. Each Nature journal states the details of its procedure in the guide to authors on its own website, 
but all operate a broadly similar process. 



When an amendment is published, it is linked bi-directionally to and from the article being corrected. For Nature, if the correction is 
significant, for example if a new figure is published, a PDF version of the correction is appended to the last page of the original article 
PDF so that the original article PDF will remain a facsimile of the printed page and readers downloading the PDF will receive the 
original article plus amendment. For the monthly Nature journals, a corrected PDF is posted online that includes on its final page a 
description of the original error and when it was corrected. 
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Authors sometimes request a correction to their published contribution that does not affect the contribution in a significant way or 
impair the reader's understanding of the contribution (a spelling mistake or grammatical error, for example). Nature journals do not 
publish such corrections, in print or online. The online and print versions of the article are both part of the published record and hence 
their original published version is preserved. Nature journals do, however, correct the online version of a contribution if the wording in 
the html version does not make sense when compared with the PDF version ('see left' for a figure that is an appropriate phrase for the 
PDF but not for the html version, for example). In these cases, the fact that a correction has been made is stated in a footnote so that 
readers are aware that the originally published text has been amended. 



Corrections to AOP articles




The policy of the Nature journals is that corrections are not made to Advance Online Publication (AOP) articles before they appear in 
the print version of the journal. Rather, corrections appear at or after publication of the printed version of the paper. AOP constitutes 
the definitive publication and is not subject to informal changes. 



If a very significant error is discovered after publication of an AOP article but before the print version has gone to press, the editors will 
decide whether to amend the AOP article. If a correction is made to the online version, a footnote is added to state that: first, there was 
an error in the AOP version of the article; second, the error has since been corrected in the HTML and PDF versions; and third, that the 
article will appear correctly in a forthcoming print issue. When the article is printed, it will carry a publication date in the following style: 
Published online: 9 January 2007; corrected 10 January 2007 (details online); doi:10.1038/nature709. 



Criteria for publication




Nature journals receive many more submissions than they can publish. Therefore, we ask peer-reviewers to keep in mind that every 
paper that is accepted means that another good paper must be rejected. To be published in a Nature journal, a paper should meet four 
general criteria: 



Provides strong evidence for its conclusions. 

Novel (we do not consider meeting report abstracts and preprints on community servers to compromise novelty). 

Of extreme importance to scientists in the specific field. 

Ideally, interesting to researchers in other related disciplines. 



In general, to be acceptable, a paper should represent an advance in understanding likely to influence thinking in the field. There 
should be a discernible reason why the work deserves the visibility of publication in a Nature journal rather than the best of the 
specialist journals.



Detailed description of correction types




Errata concern the amendment of mistakes introduced by the journal in editing or production, including errors of omission such as 
failure to make factual proof corrections requested by authors within the deadline provided by the journal and within journal policy. 
Errata are generally not published for simple, obvious typographical errors, but are published when an apparently simple error is 
significant (for example a greek mu for an 'm' in a unit, or a typographical error in the corresponding author's name). 



If there is an error in the lettering on a figure, the usual procedure is to publish a sentence of rectification. A significant error in the 
figure itself is corrected by publication of a new corrected figure as an erratum. The figure is republished only if the editor considers it 
necessary for a reader to understand it.



Corrigenda are judged on their relevance to readers and their importance for the published record. Corrigenda are published after 
discussion among the editors (typically including the editors who handled the published contribution), often with the help of peer-
reviewers. All coauthors must sign an agreed wording.



Corrigenda submitted by the original authors are published if the scientific accuracy or reproducibility of the original paper is 
compromised; occasionally, on investigation by the editors, these may be published as retractions. In cases where some coauthors 
decline to sign a corrigendum or retraction, the editors reserve the right to publish it with the dissenting author(s) identified. Nature 
journals publish corrigenda if there is an error in the published author list, but not for overlooked acknowledgements.



Readers wishing to draw the journal's attention to a significant published error should submit a Communications Arising (in the case of 
Nature) or, in the case of the other Nature journals, follow procedure on the journal website, which can be accessed via the 
Publications A-Z index. This procedure is a mechanism for investigating readers' comments and does not imply that the comment will 
be published. In cases where a significant error is confirmed after taking the advice of peer-reviewers, such comments will be 
published in one of the categories of amendment described here.



Addenda are judged on the significance of the addition to the interpretation of the original publication. Addenda do not contradict the 
original publication, but if the authors inadvertently omitted significant information available to them at the time, this material will be 
published as an addendum after peer-review and after discussion among the editors.



Retractions are judged according to whether the main conclusion of the paper no longer holds or is seriously undermined as a result 
of subsequent information coming to light of which the authors were not aware at the time of publication. In the case of experimental 
papers, this can include further experiments by the authors or by others that do not confirm the main experimental conclusion of the 

http://www.nature.com/siteindex/index.html


original publication. Readers wishing to draw the editors' attention to published work requiring retraction should first contact the authors 
of the original paper and then write to the journal, including copies of the correspondence with the authors (whether or not the 
correspondence has been answered). The editors will seek advice from reviewers if they judge that the information is likely to draw into 
question the main conclusions of the published paper. 



Nature journal editorials about correction policy: 



Nature Medicine: The long road to retraction



Nature Cell Biology: Policy matters/policies that matter



Nature Neuroscience: Setting the record straight



Reprints




As soon as a Nature journal has agreed to publish a correction to a published paper, the author can contact the reprint department by 
email, including the full publication reference in the message. Reprints can be altered to provide the corrected version if notification is 
received in time. 



Supplementary information




In the Nature journals, authors' corrections to supplementary information (SI) are made only in exceptional circumstances (for example 
major errors that compromise the conclusion of the study). Published corrections to SI are accompanied by a printed Corrigendum 
note. Authors cannot update SI because new data have become available or interpretations have changed, as the SI is a peer-
reviewed and integral part of the paper, and hence part of the published record. 



SI cannot be amended between acceptance and publication unless a change made for technical reasons by the journal in order to 
publish the material on the website has introduced a significant error.




http://www.nature.com/nm/journal/v9/n9/full/nm0903-1093.html
http://www.nature.com/ncb/journal/v7/n11/pdf/ncb1105-1037b.pdf
http://www.nature.com/neuro/journal/v10/n1/full/nn0107-1.html
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