Data management
Amy is a graduate student finishing her first paper. The paper describes the phenotype of a mouse strain in which a gene that is suspected to function in appetite suppression has been deleted.  One of the early experiments she performed several years ago was to document the effects of gene deletion on the growth rate of the wild-type, heterozygote, and homozygous strains.  She had two independent experiments showing the average weight of each strain (three mice per group) each week for eight weeks.  In the graph she had put together at the time using all of the data from the two experiments, there was a statistically significant difference between all three strains after four weeks.  It was clear that deleting this gene resulted in significant weigh gain.  As she was double-checking the data in the paper against her notebook, she noticed that in the first experiment, her notebook clearly identified the strains as Group 1(+/+), Group 2(+/-) and Group 3(-/-).  In the second experiment, the groups were identified only as Group 1, Group 2 and Group 3 with no genotype designation.  On close comparison of the data in her notebook with that in the spreadsheet,  it was clear that in the first experiment the data that was assigned to the +/+ genotype in the graph was Group 1 but the data  for the +/+ genotype from the second experiment was from Group 3.  The data from Group 2 were listed in the spreadsheet under the +/- genotype for both experiments.  Looking through her notebook, Amy could find no clear indication of the genotype in the second experiment, no description of how the spreadsheet was created and no copy of the graph or data analysis in her notebook.

Potential Questions for Discussion:

1.  What, if anything, did Amy do wrong with respect to her responsibility to accurately record and document her data?

2.  What can she do about it now that she is finishing the paper.

3.  What ways can be used to document the link between laboratory notebooks and electronic records?
4.  How much does the expectation of a given experimental outcome influence or decisions about  which data to consider as valid (here the expectation is that the order of weights would be -/-> +/- > ++.  
5.  What impression could this have created if it were Amy’s PI that noticed this rather than Amy?

6.  What if Amy’s figure in the spreadsheet had already been used in a grant application by the PI?

DATA AND MATERIALS OWNERSHIP
John is completing a postdoc studying the differentiation of embryonic stem cells into neuronal fates.  He and his PI have published several papers on using transient transfection with specific transcription factors to direct the process.  John has just obtained a faculty position at a nearby institution and he plans on continuing his projects in is own laboratory.  He is particularly excited by a new construct he designed that expresses a combination of factors in a regulated manner.  While he is packing up a number of cell lines and constructs, including his new vector, his PI walks by and asks what he is doing. 

 “I’m packing up a few of my cell lines and vectors to take to my new lab, replied John.”  


“Sorry, John, you can’t do that.  These materials belong to my lab and you can’t take them with you,” said the PI.


“But these constructs were my idea, I did the work and I should be able to take them.  Of course, I’ll leave some behind for the lab,” John exclaimed.


“That’s just not possible, John.  These were created while you were working for me and they belong to the university.  I just can’t let you take them to your new position, “ the PI declared.

Potential Questions for Discussion.

1.  As long as John is willing to leave some of the material behind for his PI to use, why would he not be able to have at least the reagents/strains that were his own ideas?

2.  What, if anything, could John take with him to his new position?
3.  How do postdocs ever get started in their own labs then?

4.  What are the pros and cons of just going head to head with the PI and continuing to work on the experiments even if the reagents have to be created again?
Plagiarism and appropriate citation
The following appeared in Nature Reviews Genetics in 2010
“retraction

Plant genetic engineering for biofuel production: towards affordable

cellulosic ethanol

Mariam B. Sticklen

Nature Reviews Genetics 9, 433–443 (2008)

I am retracting this invited Nature Reviews Genetics article due to a paragraph being paraphrased without attribution. The paragraph in question was from an early version of an article to which I had access as a peer reviewer and which hass since been published in Plant Science (Abramson, M., Shoseyov, O. & Shani, Z. Plant cell wall reconstruction toward improved lignocellulosic production and processability. Plant Sci. 178, 61–72 (2010)). I regret this error and wish to apologize to the authors of the Plant Science article.”
Nature Reviews Genetics 11, 308 (2010)
An on-line blog in The Scientist  (Grant, B., (2010) Plagiarism retracts review, The Scientist 24 (4) 1 April 2010, http://www.the-scientist.com/blog/display/57267/ ) discussed the case.  Dr. Sticklen was accused of plagiarism after her review article appeared and the similarity of content was noted by one of the authors of the article that Dr. Sticklen reviewed and brought to the attention of the Nature Genetics editor.  The article Dr. Sticklen had reviewed was not published by the time her manuscript was accepted, and the Sticklen paper could not reference the ideas in the plagiarized paper.  The editor noticed the similarity in the two versions, and particularly noted that two of the references (62 and 63) in the Sticklen paragraph in question really had nothing to do with the content of the paragraph.
The two paragraphs, reproduced by The Scientist (and used with their permission) are shown on the next page

Potential Questions for Discussion:

1.  Why does this constitute plagiarism?

2.  How does one avoid inadvertently paraphrasing someone else’s ideas?

3.  How far back to you have to go and which “ideas” to you have to cite as belonging to someone else?  Cite or not cite?

SDS PAGE on 5% acrylamide  was used to separate the crude complexb.

The ribosome is the site of protein synthesis, even for proteins that will ultimately be targeted to the cell surface.

Watson and Crick developed the original ideas about base pairing in DNA. 

Apoptosis and senescence are frequently found in precancerous lesions but are rarely detected in cancerous tissues. (from Reddy, et al PNAS 107, 3728).
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“..The final result expected to be 2
plant that ts cell walls are more
accessible to the pretreatment
enzymes. There are various sources
for enzymes that can be tested for this
concept: for example, the cell wall of
algae and bacteria's capsular
‘exopolysaccharides can provide us 2
great source of soluble
polysaccharides such as: alginate,
carrageenan, acetan, hyaluronan,
chitosan and levan. Most of the
metabolic and genetic pathways for
those polysaccharides are complicated
and only few have been fully
discovered. In our laboratory, we have
expressed levansucrase from Erwina
‘amylovora which catalyzes the
synthesis of the water-soluble fructan
polymer from sucrose [74] using cell
wall signal peptide under elongation
specific and secondary cell wall
development promoters. Transgenic
plants have shown significant
difference in cell wall structure
compare with the wild-type [75],
Chiorella viruses encodes multiple
enzymes involve in an extracellular
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[76, 77). Genes encoding hyaluronan
synthase and chitin synthase (for the
production of chitosan) have
successiully introduced into plants
extracellular matrix [78, 79]. Such
transgenic plants presumably will
improve fermentable sugars upon
saccharification...”
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