Stanford University School of Medicine
Responsible Conduct of Research
Session 2: Integrity and Information
Makeup Cases

Please choose one case and write a 3-5 page paper that answers the questions that
accompany the case. E-mail the paper to tobinsl@stanford.edu with your name in the
subject line. Your paper is due at noon on the last day of class for the quarter.

Case 1

Preliminary Data

Penelope Brighton is a second year graduate student in Dr. David Gilligan's cell biology lab. Gilligan is a
highly productive, well-published, respected investigator whose students receive prestigious post-docs. As
part of Brighton's thesis, she has begun to characterize the localization of a newly discovered protein
within cells. In her first, quick experiments, Brighton found some potentially interesting results. Gilligan
is quite excited about Brighton's project and is in the process of writing a grant using Brighton's results as
preliminary data.

Brighton followed up the initial experiments by performing in-depth, well-controlled experiments. She
changed several experimental conditions. She used immunopurified antibodies instead of crude antisera
and changed blocking conditions to eliminate staining by preimmune sera. As Brighton sat by the
microscope collecting data, she was surprised to find that her protein was present in all of the cells, but
that it was not localized where she or Gilligan expected it to be. As she scanned several slides, she could
find only two cells out of hundreds where the protein appeared to localize where they had hypothesized it
would. In all of the other cells, the staining was in a different, specific area. Brighton believed the new
staining to be clean and consistent, but the staining does not look like the initial results with crude sera.
Brighton realized that the characterization of the protein may not be as straightforward as originally
expected. Brighton attempted to discuss her new results with Gilligan. However, Gilligan did not seem
interested in all of the data. He said that they would deal with the staining details later, but that they need
to get the grant application out now. Gilligan asked Brighton to create a figure for the grant using one of
the cells where the localization fit with the proposed hypothesis. In the grant application, Gilligan did not
mention that the figure is an example of an atypical result. Instead, he suggested that all of the data from
these experiments completely support the hypothesis.

Brighton read a draft of the grant and was shocked by the spin Gilligan had put on the data. When
discussing the draft with Gilligan, she stressed that most of the localization data did not agree with the
hypothesis. Gilligan insisted that the figure in the grant certainly supports the hypothesis. He said that the
standards for presenting data as preliminary results in a grant application are not as stringent as those for
publishing data in a journal article. Gilligan stated that it is better to present the data his way. Mentioning
the unexpected results would only create doubt among the grant reviewers and decrease the likelihood of
funding for the project.

Discussion questions
1. If the definition of scientific misconduct is fabrication, falsification, plagiarism, deception or other




N

practices that seriously deviate from those that are commonly accepted within the scientific
community for proposing, conducting or reporting research, did Gilligan represent his laboratory's
work appropriately to the funding agency? Or is he guilty of scientific misconduct?

Would the situation be different if the research were being presented in another format?

How well-supported must a result be before it is presented at a seminar at another university? in a
meeting abstract? in a progress report for the department? in a published paper?

What possible actions are available to Brighton and other graduate students who feel their work is
being misrepresented?

Should Brighton take action? If so, what would be an appropriate form of action?

As a thesis adviser, what are Gilligan's obligations toward Brighton? In this case, is Gilligan fulfilling
his obligations as a thesis adviser?



Case 2

http://onlineethics.org/reseth/msrecord.html

Who Owns the Record? Whose Project is it?

by Terry Ann Krulwich, Dean of Graduate School
Mount Sinai School of Medicine, New York, NY

A student has entered a laboratory in which the record keeping procedures and practices have not been
formally reviewed, and each member of the lab seems to use his/her own style. The new student often
works late in the evening and sometimes writes data down on paper towels or yellow pads. After several
exciting months of results, the student writes up several tables and graphs to be put into a manuscript.
While the preceptor is reviewing these materials, he raises a question about the details of the protocol
used for one of the experiments. To his horror, the student can no longer find the particular piece of paper
on which those data were written.

Can the data be used?

What should the student have done?

How should records be kept?

How important are duplicates? All along? Towards the end? At the end? Does the student get to keep
the original lab books?

What if a student works on a project and then leaves the lab? May the student continue the project?
The preceptor? Both, in competition with each other?

How much detail should there be in the lab book? How should it be organized, by date? by
experiment? What kind of primary data should be kept? Scintillation counter tapes? autoradiagrams?
pictures of gels? What should be noted about reagents? Should you always write protocols and data
directly into the notebook or jot it down first and then transcribe it neatly later? What if you make a
mistake in the lab book? erase? white out? cross out?

A student who is in her third year as a PhD student is working with Professor X in a very active
laboratory. One evening when she returns to the laboratory to stop an incubation, she finds Professor X
and one of the postdocs reading her lab notebook. She is instantly angry and defensive.

* [sitareasonable reaction? a usual reaction? Consider and discuss.



