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[bookmark: _GoBack]Case #1:  Who is an Author? 
As you read the scenario below, think of the following questions:
1. How many conflicts, real or potential, are there in this story?
2. What is at stake for Ms. Jacobs? Dr. Frank? Dr. Seabrook? Ms. Bain?

	Susan Jacobs, a Ph.D. student from a small university, sets up a six-month internship at a prestigious larger institution in order to learn a new technique of molecular biology. Ms. Jacobs contacted the laboratory leader, Dr. Marvin Frank, a world-renowned scientist, in the hope of developing new skills for her research and also to foster a relationship with Dr. Frank, who is well connected in her field of biochemistry.
	When Ms. Jacobs comes to Dr. Frank's laboratory, she is greeted warmly as a member of the team. Dr. Frank, the graduate students, the postdoctoral fellows, and the technicians include Ms. Jacobs in the weekly laboratory meetings, in which everyone participates in a free exchange of ideas about the ongoing projects in the laboratory, and which last for hours. In the meetings, Ms. Jacobs finds some of the ideas helpful and others less so, and gives her point of view concerning the ongoing projects. In addition, she meets weekly, one on one, with Dr. Frank, who provides significant scientific advice and one or two recommendations that advance her work and move her in a slightly different direction. She discusses the results of her research with her mentor, Dr. Melissa Seabrook, back at her home college, by weekly e-mails and occasional phone calls, interactions that also push ahead the project she started in Dr. Seabrook's lab three years ago.
	Ms. Jacobs makes great progress during the six months she spends in Dr. Frank's laboratory, and she writes a paper reflecting some important findings. Ms. Jacobs puts herself down as first author, Dr. Frank as second author, and Dr. Seabrook as last author on the paper. At the end of the paper, she gives an acknowledgment to a technician who showed her several techniques and worked with her on a few experiments.
	Ms. Jacobs gives Dr. Frank and Dr. Seabrook a draft of her manuscript for review. Dr. Frank sends his comments back to Ms. Jacobs and changes the authorship listing to include Ms. Jacobs, the technician, two postdocs in his lab, two graduate students in the lab, himself, and Dr. Seabrook. Dr. Frank also gives a copy of the draft to all the members of his laboratory for discussion at the next meeting.
	Ms. Jacobs is shocked that Dr. Frank added the other laboratory members to the draft, explaining to him that the major intellectual and physical work in preparing the paper was done by her and by Dr. Seabrook and Dr. Frank. Dr. Frank is equally surprised by Ms. Jacobs's feelings, responding that he and Ms. Jacobs benefited from the input of all the other lab members. Dr. Frank adds that a graduate student in the laboratory, Lisa Bain, is writing a short paper that is based on some very exciting preliminary findings; Ms. Jacobs will be included in the list of authors, as well as on another paper Ms. Bain will write later when she expands on these preliminary results. 
Dr. Frank insists to Ms. Jacobs that the contributions of all the laboratory members satisfy the ICJME guidelines for both papers, adding that the idea of a scientist acting as an independent entity is an outdated concept and that those who work around a scientist contribute significantly, helping him or her to function.
	Ms. Jacobs tells Dr. Frank that she does not want to be included on Ms. Bain's paper, feeling that she did not contribute adequately. Dr. Seabrook, who follows ICMJE guidelines but is intimidated by Dr. Frank's stature, advises Ms. Jacobs not to rock the boat, to use Dr. Frank's revisions and some of the changes suggested during the laboratory review and to submit the paper to the journal with the authorship he suggested.

1. Could Ms. Jacobs have avoided this conflict? How?
2: Why does Ms. Jacobs care who else is on her paper? 
3: What do you think of Dr. Frank’s attitude towards authorship?
4: What are the ICMJE’s guidelines for authorship?
5: What might happen if someone is listed as an author on a paper for which he or she did not do any work?
6: What are the policies of your institution, department, and laboratory about who should be included as an author on a paper?
7: What should Ms. Jacobs do at this point?
8: What are some potential problems with Dr. Frank’s submitting a paper on preliminary findings and not performing sufficient corroboratory experiments? 
9: What kind of problems may arise if the same data is used in multiple papers in the research literature?
Adapted from the Responsible Conduct of Research. http://ccnmtl.columbia.edu/projects/rcr/rcr_authorship/annotatedcase/index.html







Case #2: Responsible Peer-Review 
1. Did Dr. Leonard do anything wrong?
2. What was his first mistake?
3. What if this were a grant instead of a research manuscript?

	Dr. John Leonard is one of very few molecular biologists working in a particular field. Protein Interactions, a medium-impact journal, asks Dr. Leonard to be an anonymous reviewer for a paper by Dr. Morris about a protein called survivin. Dr. Leonard has a graduate student, Melissa Zane, who works on survivin. Dr. Morris’s article suggests a new interaction between survivin and the protein GFX and provides evidence for the fact that both proteins are necessary for the full survival-promoting function of survivin in a cell. The article also points out that if cells have too much survivin, they die.
	But the paper is fraught with problems: the controls are poorly designed, the figures show inconsistent data, alternative explanations are not considered and claims are overstated. Dr. Leonard gives the paper to Ms. Zane, who gives it a detailed critique and recommends significant revisions. Ms. Zane has never reviewed an article before, and Dr. Leonard thinks that doing so would be a good experience for her. Ms. Zane notes the finding about too much survivin being toxic to cells, a problem she has had in her work with the protein, and discusses it with Dr. Leonard. Both agree that they should lower the dosage of survivin in her experiments; the cells actually survive for a week, longer than in her previous experience, and then they die.
	Dr. Leonard submits Ms. Zane's and his own comments about the research to the editor, suggesting that the paper be accepted only after a few more experiments are performed to validate some of the conclusions. One of the other reviewers has comments similar to Dr. Leonard's, and the editor asks Dr. Morris, the author, to make the revisions before he will accept the paper.
	But in the next few weeks the interaction between GFX and survivin remains in Dr. Leonard's mind. GFX was not a line of inquiry that he and Ms. Zane were following in their research. They were focusing on other stimulatory proteins, but unsuccessfully. Dr. Leonard suggests to Ms. Zane that she add a compound to the cell culture system that stimulates the cell to produce its own GFX, a method that is somewhat different from that described in Dr. Morris’ manuscript. The enhancement method works. The cells live for a month.
	Ms. Zane and Dr. Leonard draft a paper based on the results, which includes appropriate controls. Science, a prestigious journal, accepts the paper. Several months later, Protein Interactions publishes a revised paper from the laboratory of Dr. Morris. But after Dr. Morris sees the article in Science he becomes suspicious. He knows that Dr. Leonard hadn't been working on GFX because GFX is hard to purify. He deduces that Dr. Leonard got the idea of stimulating GFX activity when he reviewed his paper for Protein Interactions.




1. What types of conflict of interest might arise when someone is asked to review a paper (or grant application)? How can one separate oneself from the content of a paper under review?
 
2: Is it ever appropriate for a peer reviewer to give a paper to a graduate student for review? If so, how should the reviewer do so? 

3: Is it appropriate for a peer reviewer to use ideas from an article (or a grant) under review to stop unfruitful research in the reviewer’s laboratory? 

4.  Is it ever appropriate for a reviewer to use ideas from a paper (or a grant) under review, even if the reviewer’s method to achieve a result is different from that used in the paper under review? If so, how should the reviewer proceed? 

5. What are some of the challenges in the current peer-review process, in which the peer reviewer is anonymous but the author is known to the reviewer? 

6. Do you think the process of peer review could/should be improved? How?

7. What recourse is there for Dr. Morris if he suspects that his ideas were plagiarized? 

Adapted from the Responsible Conduct of Research. http://ccnmtl.columbia.edu/projects/rcr/rcr_authorship/annotatedcase/index.html



Case #3: Grant Review – Confidentiality and Common Practice
1. Did Dr. Goodson do anything wrong?
2. Did your colleague do anything wrong?

	One of your colleagues arrives in your office with exciting news that Dr. Goodson at HotResearch U. has told him ‘confidentially’ in a phone conversation that he has devised a screen to identify “insulator” factors that define functional chromatin boundaries; moreover, using his screen, he has cloned several such factors and shown that they are in a complex with a novel nucleosome modification activity.  Unbeknownst to your colleague, you had just completed your review of Dr. Goodson’s NIH grant application in preparation for your upcoming Study Section meeting.  In the application, Goodson proposes the very screen that your colleague described, predicts the spectrum of factors and the complex that he has apparently recovered, and ‘speculates’ about precisely the enzymatic activity that he has obtained.  

Assess Goodson’s ‘grant strategy’; is your perception that this is a common practice?  Should you say anything to your colleague of your knowledge?  Should you modify your review?  Should you contact NIH?


Case study from Keith Yamamoto, UCSF

Case #4: Plagiarism.

	Maurice Lacroix, a postdoctoral fellow at a research-intensive medical school, was asked by faculty member Dr. Franck Hardy to coauthor an in-depth review article on hemolytic anemias for a leading medical journal. Publishing this chapter was important for Maurice because it would establish his credibility in the field. Maurice felt the preparation of this chapter would be easy because he would be referring substantially to his own recent research and to that of Dr. Hardy’s lab. He had all the data and papers on disk.
	Shortly after the issue appeared, Dr. Hardy received a call from Dr. John Barrett, a colleague and coauthor on many papers that Maurice and Dr. Hardy previously published jointly. “You and Maurice plagiarized me,” he said. “You have no right to extract whole passages from our papers without quotation marks, even if you did reference the papers in the text. It’s as though my contribution never existed. You should have specifically acknowledged the directly quoted text or made me a coauthor of the review. Besides, you need permission from the publisher to reprint material verbatim.”
	Maurice was shocked when he heard this. He looked back at the review and papers and found that he had indeed used whole sentences from the papers and one whole paragraph describing the methods. However, although the three individuals had collaborated, it was Maurice who actually wrote the sections in question and who submitted the papers in which they appeared. In addition, he had been the senior author on two of the key papers. 
	Maurice called Dr. Barrett to apologize and indicated that there are only so many ways to say the same thing. Unmoved, Dr. Barrett said that he planned to call the editor of the journal and inform her of the plagiarism.

1. Was Dr. Barrett’s complaint legitimate? Do you believe Maurice’s actions constitute plagiarism? 

2. To what extent are Maurice and Dr. Hardy each responsible for the content of the chapter? Is Dr. Hardy partly responsible for the situation that developed?

3. Assume that Dr. Hardy brought the matter up to the dean. If you were the dean, how would you handle it? If Maurice admitted to inadvertent plagiarism, what kind of sanctions would you, as a dean, be inclined to consider?

4. If you were the editor who receives the complaint from Dr. Barrett, what would you do?

Adapted from: Teaching the Responsible Conduct of Research Through a Case Study
Approach: A Handbook for Instructors.  Put out by the Association of
American Medical College. Stanley G. Korenman, MD and Allan C. Shipp




Case #5: Publications

As his first grant is coming to an end, several important elements of Dr. Iam Smart’s research fall into place.  The last series of experiments his graduate student ran clearly link the gene they are studying to a particular type of cancer.  His postdoc’s work on the proteins associated with the gene could pave the way for possible cures.  With these result in hand, he is finally ready to make a strong case for continued support and happily, his pending promotion.  All he has left to do is publish his results.
A week later Iam’s optimism starts to fade.  Iam’s department chair was delighted with his progress, but then suggested that the first paper announcing the results come out under her name to give it better and broader circulation.  Meanwhile, his postdoc and graduate student have gotten into a heated debate about the order of their names should appear on the paper; the university’s public affairs office has asked for a summary of the results for a press release; and the technology transfer office has called telling him to hold all publication until they can evaluate the commercial potential of his work.
1. What should Iam do?
2. Which problem should Iam tackle first?
3. Is there anything he should have done to assure that things went more smoothly when he was ready to publish his work?
Case study provided by Stacey Donnelly, Director of Sponsored Research, Broad Institute 

Case #6: Misattributed authorship and unauthorized use of data
(Real Case Submitted to COPE)
CASE NUMBER: 
13-17
CASE TEXT (ANONYMISED)
The director of a research laboratory contacted our journal regarding an article published earlier this year. The director claimed that the documents and data used in the article were collected at his research laboratory and used by author A without his knowledge and permission.
At the time, author A was a visiting scholar at the director's laboratory. The director also claimed that author B and author C (both PhD students under the director's supervision) were listed as coauthors without their knowledge. Additionally, he claimed that author D (author A's supervisor at his primary affiliation) was not in any way involved in the research described in the article and should be removed from the authors list. The director stated that he wishes for the article to be withdrawn.
In his email to our journal, the director forwarded us his previous correspondence with author A to corroborate his claims. In their correspondence, author A basically admits his mistake, apologizes and assures the director that he already contacted our journal in order to withdraw the paper. The correspondence between the director and author A occurred approximately 3 months before the director contacted us. Our journal never received a request to withdraw the paper from author A.
However, even though the forwarded correspondence clearly incriminates author A, as far as we know it is not possible to determine whether the forwarded emails are authentic or edited.
After receiving the director's message, we contacted all of the authors in an attempt to resolve the case. At the time of submission, author A was affiliated with institution 1 and institution 2. Author D is affiliated with institution 1, while author B, author C and the director are affiliated with institution 2. Author A stated that he included author B and author C as coauthors due to their help with language editing, but he agreed with their request to be removed from the authors list. When asked to comment on his previous correspondence with the director, he claimed in vague terms that the misconduct allegations stem from some personal disagreement between the director and author D during their collaboration on a research project.
Author B requested his removal from the authors list as well as withdrawal of the article. Author B also claimed that some of the data in the article were not valid. He did not respond to our request to clarify in what way were the data were flawed. Author C requested his removal from the authors list as well as withdrawal of the article. Author D was contacted a week later than the others due to a faulty email address. We informed him that author B and author C expressed that they wish to be removed from the authors list and he agreed with their request.
As all of the authors have reached a consensus regarding authorship, we intend to correct the record and remove author B and author C from the author’s list.
The director was asked if he could provide some other proof of his allegations besides the forwarded email correspondence between himself and author A. He did not provide any other proof and demanded that the article be removed at once and that author A's institution (institution 1) be notified of his scientific misconduct. Additionally, he claimed that author B performed the majority of the research presented in the article as author A had insufficient experience in the field.
Author A was asked to comment on that claim, but he maintained that he wrote the article and did not use data collected in the director's research laboratory.
We do not have the means necessary to pursue further investigation of this case by ourselves, which is why we are seeking advice from the COPE Forum.
Questions for the COPE Forum
(1) Should the forwarded email correspondence between the director and author A be considered conclusive evidence of alleged scientific misconduct on author A's behalf?
(2) Should we retract the article based on the scarce information we have managed to gather?
(3) Should we first publish a correction in order to rectify the misattributed authorship and deal with the data ownership issues separately? If so, should we try to further resolve the data ownership issues ourselves or refer the case to author A's institution?
(4) Should we publish an expression of concern detailing the alleged misconduct, inform author A's institution about the allegations, request an institutional investigation and wait for the results of their investigation before making a final decision about this case?
(5) Does the COPE Forum have any other suggestions on how to proceed with this complicated case?


What would you advise?
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