(_ollaborative Science

T homas [Juser
Ramscy Padawi



Horriblg Dull Book on _
Research [ thics:

: Responsib]c (_onduct 6f Kesearch

: - AdilT . Shamoo
and David . Resnik




| Leaming Objectives

* Leam what defines a research collaboration

s | earn the do’s and don’ts !:)9 sharing

experienccs and cﬂiscussing cases



rch - especia”g in the life sciences - is becoming

Whg collaborations?
o KRe$&a

increasing]g inter»disciplinarg and often also multi-

institutional
Relatively indepen&ent validations omcgourlcin&ings
Um'que research instrumentation

Fun&ing agencies appear to be moving more and more

towards “ | eam Science” aPProac}wes

Sharing of materials: &l 9ou’d like to do a s!:)echcic
ex!:)c-:rirnen‘cJ but onlg one group has clcvelopecl the right

moclel...

lt’s fun!



How to initiate collaborations

. A cornerstone of all collaborations is trust. Choose your
collaborators wiselﬂ...

TR e “backgroun& check” (check their Publications, talk to

others that know them, etc.) if necessary...

. T}we first step IS always to simplg ask if they would be

'wi”ing to share something, then see what their terms are...

o [TJowvaluable would such a Partncrship be for your own
research? Does the collaborator Provide unique

¢a Pabilitics?



How to maintain collaborations

. BOTH Partics must have career benefits

(csp Forjunior collaborators)

- Goocj communication

. Do you L]Kl your collaborator?
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UP~1Cront discussions

o [Towisthe work funded?

S Who does what? \/\/ho actua”y does the work?
What are your responsibilitics’?

]

» OW are results hanc”ecl?

1

. OW IS authorship on papers handled?

o |ntellectual Propertg ~how is this handled?

s | Joes anyone on your team have a Potc—:ntial

contlict?



fjowdsthemmwk?undcd?~

Scenarios

w % stablishecl funds }39 the collaborator
. Smau grants / mini-grants
. Spare time - with the Promisc of developmg

pre 1mmar9 data Fomcuture grants’7

» Othcr sources’ (]ndustry, etc.>




- Discussion

- What detines a good collaboration...

« (_ases of how collaborations can go wrong

and how to best resolve this...



(_ases of collaborations gone bad...

- What if the collaborator doesn’t deliver?

. You have a research grant and someone
written in as sub-contractor. He receives
the 1CurxdsJ but doesn’t Proclucc any results
(by sim]:)ly not cloing the work).

. What do you do?



(_ases of collaborations gone bad...

- What hcgou are unhappg with the
QQAL]TY Oggour collaborators work?

. What do you do?



(_ases of coll
Making}

aborations gone bad...

 nemies!

. Things to avoid if Possib]e:

~ nastg emails?

~ pu

blic Personal criticism?

» (:onscqucnces:

~ grant reviews?

~ manuscript reviews?



Co”aborations with ]ndustry

| imitations to your abi]itg to Publish?
. How could you best handle this?
. Doing work that can’t be Pub]ished (get) ~

waste of time?

. Classhcied results

'



Mentoring...

. \/\/hat is the goal of the Mentor?

~ Develop the career of the “mentee”?

& Help the mentee define his/l'nergoa]s?
~ Otherideas?



| Mcntoring...

+ What to do with a student who is not
Fo”owing through??

. Lacking motivation? | ack of talent?
e you, should you fire them?



The Mcntec...

. What do you do when your advisor is not
Provi&irxg enough support?

S e do you deal with conflict with your

advisor?
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| Scienthcic Misconduct

Shamoo and Resnick
Fage <l Case ik



Authorship

T

l..-../
e irst author

e Authors ’ﬁp order

e Senior author



(Questionable Authorship

'tht authorship

OHonoraxy authorship
OFrcstigc authorship
OGhost authorship



| Large collaborations

Badawi RD, Domigan P, Johnson O, Kemp B, Kudrolli H, Rempel T,
Rohatgi R, Romanov LV, Surti S, Worstell WA and Zimmerman RE. Count-
rate dependent event mispositioning and NEC in PET.

IEEE Trans. Nucl. Sci. 51(1): 41-45, 2004

Similar experiments performed at 4 different sites. How to resolve
authorship?
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- Peer Review

You are organizing an international conference. The local
arrangements chair suc!clenlg tells you there is not enough
room for all the posters — the rejection rate must increase
from 5% to 25%. Accorc!ing to the reviewers’ rank orc}ering,
papers from several omcgour collaborators and friends,
several very senior scientists including co-organizers of the
conference and members oFgour N]H stuclg section

should be rejc—:ctecl.

\/\/hat do you do?



- Peer Review

You are organizing an international conference. T he
reviewers are not blinded to the authors of the abstracts.
When you get the reviews back, you notice that although
oral Presentations are hard to get, every sing]e submission
from your own lab has been awarded an oral presentation.
Accorcling to the reviewers, your lab should be giving

about 1 2% o{: a” thc ora!s at the comccrc-:nce.

\/\/hat do you do?






- Peer Review

You are on a studg section, and you are
asked to review a Proposal from a
competitor who suggests an aPProach very
similar to one which 9oujust got funded

9oursel1c.

\/\/hat should you do?



- Peer Review

« You are asked to review a paper. T he first thing you
notice is that the author is someone who rea”g upset you
up a couplc oﬁdears ago —~ you were co-organizing a
conference with him and he rejectecl your Perpectlg gooc}

paper. ]t occurs to you that revenge is a dish best eaten
cold!

What do you do?



Examplcs from the book

-OFten their examples are not tru]g focused onjust
collaborative science, but more on ethics, so we will selectjust

a ]CCW examPles...



