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Garching,

reply to the recent editorial monitoring decision

Dear ,

we address you as of the Journal of Experimental Biology (JEB) and would like to
reply to the recent editorial monitoring decision by the on
our submission of a manuscript titled “Over the hump – foot function is a key to understand global
walking dynamics”.

Our submission has been rejected already at this stage due to not meeting two criteria: not to have
used a “comparative” approach and to have based the story of the manuscript on a data set already
used for publishing a paper [5] eight years ago in JEB.

One can fairly say that we are shocked and upset by this decision. We would have, of course, perfectly
accepted a rejection based on reviewers’ assessments, as is common in scientific publishing. But we
can simply not leave this kind of rejection undisputed.

First of all: Can the requirement of ‘one-time usage’ be a scientifically meaningful exclusion criterion?
Who dares to say that one data set contains the substance for exactly and only one paper? In our
case, it took one of us years to collect a data set of that systematical extent and quality. After
publishing the first paper, it took us another eight years to develop the content of our rejected
submission, only to learn that JEB does not even consider checking whether so far invisible treasures
have been latent in this extraordinary data set.

Second: What a restrictive requirement is it to make a “comparative” approach mandatory for each
and any paper in experimental biology to be potentially published in JEB! Requiring a mechanistic
approach lies entirely in line with our own attitude to science; and we feel to be in the good tradition of
great minds in biomechanics of the past, which the JEB likewise feels to be continuously associated
with, according to its own words (see below).
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Somehow, we feel gravitated to contrast the words in the JEB editor decision letter, namely,

“Dear Dr. Renjewski
I have read your paper investigating foot function in humans using model-based analysis, which you
recently submitted for consideration for the Journal of Experimental Biology. While your model might
have value for interpreting human foot function, the material as currently presented is not really
suitable for JEB, which prioritizes experimental research that addresses fundamental mechanisms of
general importance to comparative physiology and biomechanics. Although we do publish some
human biomechanics research, it must provide mechanistic insights that are broadly applicable in a
comparative context. Your current analysis focuses on a human-focused model and attempts to
explain double-humped ground reaction force profiles based on unique features of human foot
function. Yet, other striding bipedal animals also show double-humped forces in walking gaits. The
model might fit human data well, but it does not appear to provide new insight that is applicable in a
comparative biomechanics context. Additionally, the paper does not present new experimental data.
Considering these factors, this paper is not suitable for JEB and might find a more suitable audience in
an applied human biomechanics journal.”1

with the introductory passage of the welcoming address [4] to in the JEB, namely,

“Throughout its long history, Journal of Experimental Biology has had an unbroken association with
the field of biomechanics, from Sir James Gray to McNeil Alexander and Dick Taylor.”,

and with John Bertram’s words [2] in his tribute within JEB to James Gray

“. . . at which Sir James Gray was a master. A key feature of his brilliance, and consequently the
longevity – read ‘continued relevance’ – of his work was to sort the complex from the meaningful and
cut directly to the relevant issues in spite of the confusion of the morphology he addressed. This
reduction to the fundamental issues is a mainstay of many of the leaders of functional morphology and
biomechanics and has led to substantial progress in the field over the last several decades; it certainly
characterizes the work of such leaders as R. McNeil Alexander and Tom A. McMahon.”,

There we are, in particular with another great mind next to Dick Taylor, Tom McMahon, and of course
Robert McNeil Alexander. So let us add words by the latter in an interview [1] with him at Current
Biology in 2006, first,

“In my early days at Leeds I investigated the mechanics of jumping by a dog . . . : most of the
movement was due to stretching and recoil of the Achilles tendon, which had a catapult-like effect.
Previously we had thought of tendon as an almost-inextensible link between muscle and bone. Now it
appeared that it might have an important function as a spring.”,

and, second, in a paragraph further down:

“Mathematics is the language of mechanics, and biomechanics will decline without mathematically
competent recruits.”

1At no point do we contest the existence of double-humped force profiles in other animals, however we propose an explana-
tion for the very pronounced force peaks in humans and relate it to the unique challenge of bipedal, plantigrade walking
with heavy, mammalian legs.
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We can find a lot in these masters’ words concerning the use of mechanistic, mathematically
formulated model approaches, which condense the phenomena found, and the understanding gained
into the essence of structure-function relations. We have not heard a word about a comparative
approach being mandatory for gaining insight into fundamental mechanisms, laws, and principles that
determine these relations.

We, the authors of our latest submission to JEB above, feel to have an unbroken association to the
field of biomechanics, see e.g. [5] and [3], and particularly to the promotion of mechanistic model
approaches by great minds like James Gray, McNeil Alexander, Dick Taylor, and Thomas McMahon.
Applying the term “comparative” as an eventually exclusive must for publishing in JEB is definitely
non-“integrative”, and certainly not helpful for enhancing mechanistic insights in the relation of form
and function by biomechanical, model-based research.

Is ’s interpretation of what should be the frame of an appropriate methodical approach to
biomechanical research really representative of both the board and the current readership? If yes then
it seems that we have lost a home for publishing our model-based research, mostly dedicated to
human locomotion. What a pity!

On behalf of my co-authors, Michael Günther, and Susanne W. Lipfert, with kind regards,

Daniel Renjewski
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