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Nature’s	  guide	  to	  mentoring	  
which	  are	  most	  common?	  /	  hardest	  to	  find?	  

•  Permanence	  (mentor	  for	  life)	  

•  Enthusiasm-‐SensiXvity-‐Respect-‐Unselfishness	  
•  Good	  Teacher/Communicator	  

•  Availability	  
•  InspiraXon,	  OpXmism	  

•  Micromanagement	  scale	  (Involvement)	  

•  Rewards	  and	  Partying	  
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Research	  Mentoring	  	  

•  Undergraduate work – learning existing knowledge, but nowadays 
similar to graduate work.  Cheating and Plagiarism emphasized in 
ethics training.  

•  Graduate work – creating new knowledge through research.  
Authorship, collegiality, collaboration, mentoring (undergrads), etc. are 
added to ethics training.   

•  Postdoctoral work -  comprehensive apprenticeship.  Funding and 
leadership ethics set by example.  “Reality ethics”. 

•  At what stage is a person most ethical, principled, or unbiased? 
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What	  kind	  of	  ethical	  dilemmas	  occur?	  

•  CompeXXon	  between	  mentees	  for	  data,	  research	  projects,	  and	  
prospecXve	  job	  offers.	  	  	  

•  Overcommi^ed	  mentors	  not	  available.	  

•  Dilemmas	  in	  authorship.	  

•  Data	  ownership	  over	  Xme.	  
•  AppropriaXon	  of	  new	  ideas	  by	  senior	  mentors.	  

•  ObjecXvity	  of	  mentors	  in	  assessment	  (conflicts	  of	  interest	  in	  promoXon,	  
when	  &	  how	  do	  you	  fire	  someone?).	  

•  Mentees	  transferring	  blame	  to	  mentors.	  

•  Sliding	  scale	  of	  acceptable	  conduct	  due	  to	  conflicts	  of	  interest.	  	  InsXtuXons	  
heavily	  invested	  in	  senior	  mentors	  (faculty,	  lab	  directors,	  etc.).	  

•  Others?	  
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A	  CONFLICT	  OF	  INTEREST	  
 John, a third-year graduate student, is 
participating in a department-wide seminar where 
students, postdocs, and faculty members discuss work 
in progress. An assistant professor prefaces her 
comments by saying that the work she is about to 
discuss is sponsored by both a federal grant and a 
biotechnology firm for which she consults.  
 In the course of the talk John realizes that 
he has been working on a technique that could make a 
major contribution to the work being discussed. But his 
faculty advisor consults for a different, and 
competing, biotechnology firm. 

•  How should John participate in this seminar? 

•  What, if anything, should he say to his advisor-
and when? 

•  What implications does this case raise for the 
traditional openness and sharing of data, materials, 
and findings that have characterized modern 
science? 
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INDUSTRIAL	  SPONSORSHIP	  OF	  ACADEMIC	  RESEARCH	  
 Sandra was excited about being accepted as a 
graduate student in the laboratory of Dr. Frederick, a leading 
scholar in the field, and she embarked on her assigned research 
project eagerly. But after a few months she began to have 
misgivings. Though part of Dr. Frederick's work was supported by 
federal grants, the project on which she was working was 
totally supported by a grant from a single company. She had 
known this before coming to the lab and had not thought it would 
be a problem. But she had not known that Dr. Frederick also had 
a major consulting agreement with the company. She also heard 
from other graduate students that when it came time to publish 
her work, any paper would be subject to review by the 
company to determine if any of her work was patentable. 

•   What are the advantages and disadvantages of Sandra doing 
research sponsored entirely by a single company? 

•   How can she address the specific misgivings she has 
about her research? 

•   If Sandra wishes to discuss her qualms with someone at 
her university, to whom should she turn? 
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CREDIT WHERE CREDIT IS DUE 

 Ben, a third-year graduate student, had been working on 
a research project that involved an important new experimental 
technique. For a national meeting in his discipline, Ben wrote an 
abstract and gave a brief presentation that mentioned the new 
technique. After his presentation, he was surprised and pleased when 
Dr. Freeman, a leading researcher from another university, 
engaged him in an extended conversation. Dr. Freeman asked Ben 
extensively about the new technique, and Ben described it fully. Ben's 
own faculty advisor often encouraged his students not to keep 
secrets from other researchers, and Ben was flattered that Dr. 
Freeman would be so interested in his work. 
 Six months later Ben was leafing through a journal when he 
noticed an article by Dr. Freeman. The article described an 
experiment that clearly depended on the technique that Ben had 
developed. He didn't mind; in fact, he was again somewhat flattered 
that his technique had so strongly influenced Dr. Freeman's work. But 
when he turned to the citations, expecting to see a reference to his 
abstract or presentation, his name was nowhere to be found. 

•   Does Ben have any way of receiving credit for his work? 

•   Should he contact Dr. Freeman in an effort to have his work 
recognized? 

• Is Ben's faculty advisor mistaken in encouraging his students to 
be so open about their work? 
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WHO SHOULD GET CREDIT FOR THE DISCOVERY OF PULSARS? 

 A much-discussed example of the difficulties associated with 
allocating credit between junior and senior researchers was the 1967 discovery 
by Jocelyn Bell, then a 24-year-old graduate student, of pulsars. Over the 
previous two years, Bell and several other students, under the supervision of 
Bell's thesis advisor, Anthony Hewish, had built a 4.5-acre radiotelescope to 
investigate scintillating radio sources in the sky. After the telescope began 
functioning, Bell was in charge of operating it and analyzing its data under 
Hewish's direction. One day Bell noticed ''a bit of scruff" on the data chart. She 
remembered seeing the same signal earlier and, by measuring the period of its 
recurrence, determined that it had to be coming from an extraterrestrial source. 
Together Bell and Hewish analyzed the signal and found several similar 
examples elsewhere in the sky.  After discarding the idea that the signals 
were coming from an extraterrestrial intelligence, Hewish, Bell, and three 
other people involved in the project published a paper announcing the 
discovery, which was given the name "pulsar" by a British science reporter. 

 Many argued that Bell should have shared the Nobel Prize 
awarded to Hewish for the discovery, saying that her recognition of the 
signal was the crucial act of discovery. 

 Others, including Bell herself, said that she received adequate 
recognition in other ways and should not have been so lavishly rewarded for 
doing what a graduate student is expected to do in a project conceived and set 
up by others. 
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PUBLICATION PRACTICES 

 Paula, a young assistant professor, and two graduate students have 
been working on a series of related experiments for the past several years. During 
that time, the experiments have been written up in various posters, abstracts, and 
meeting presentations. Now it is time to write up the experiments for publication, 
but the students and Paula must first make an important decision. They could 
write a single paper with one first author that would describe the experiments 
in a comprehensive manner, or they could write a series of shorter, less 
complete papers so that each student could be a first author. 
 Paula favors the first option, arguing that a single publication in a 
more visible journal would better suit all of their purposes. Paula's students, 
on the other hand, strongly suggest that a series of papers be prepared. They 
argue that one paper encompassing all the results would be too long and complex 
and might damage their career opportunities because they would not be able to 
point to a paper on which they were first authors. 

•   If the experiments are part of a series, are Paula and her students justified 
in not publishing them together? 

•   If they decided to publish a single paper, how should the listing of authors 
be handled? 

• If a single paper is published, how can they emphasize to the review 
committees and funding agencies their various roles and the importance of 
the paper? 
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A CAREER IN THE BALANCE 

	
 Francine was just months away from finishing her Ph.D. 
dissertation when she realized that something was seriously amiss with the 
work of a fellow graduate student, Sylvia.  Francine was convinced that 
Sylvia was not actually making the measurements she claimed to be 
making. They shared the same lab, but Sylvia rarely seemed to be there. 
Sometimes Francine saw research materials thrown away unopened. The results 
Sylvia was turning in to their common thesis advisor seemed too clean to be 
real.	

	
 Francine knew that she would soon need to ask her thesis 
advisor for a letter of recommendation for faculty and postdoc positions. If 
she raised the issue with her advisor now, she was sure that it would affect 
the letter of recommendation. Sylvia was a favorite of her advisor, who had 
often helped Sylvia before when her project ran into problems. Yet Francine 
also knew that if she waited to raise the issue the question would inevitably arise 
as to when she first suspected problems. Both Francine and her thesis advisor 
were using Sylvia's results in their own research. If Sylvia's results were 
inaccurate, they both needed to know as soon as possible.	


•   Should Francine first try to talk with Sylvia, with her thesis advisor, or 
with someone else entirely? 

•   Does she know enough to be able to raise concerns? 

•   Where else can Francine go for information that could help her decide 
what to do? 
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Whistleblower	  
•  	  UC	  definiXon:	  	  A	  person	  or	  enXty	  making	  a	  protected	  disclosure	  is	  

commonly	  referred	  to	  as	  a	  whistleblower.	  	  Whistleblowers	  may	  be	  
University	  employees	  (academic	  or	  staff),	  applicants	  for	  employment,	  
students,	  paXents,	  vendors,	  contractors	  or	  the	  general	  public.	  	  The	  
whistleblower’s	  role	  is	  as	  a	  reporXng	  party.	  	  They	  are	  not	  inves6gators	  or	  
finders	  of	  fact,	  nor	  do	  they	  determine	  the	  appropriate	  correc6ve	  or	  
remedial	  ac6on	  that	  may	  be	  warranted.	  	  

•  ConfidenXal	  or	  not?	  	  	  Give	  your	  name,	  or	  not?	  

•  Statute	  of	  limitaXons?	  	  UC=none,	  ORI=180	  days	  

•  InsXtuXons	  have	  a	  duty	  not	  to	  tolerate	  or	  engage	  in	  retaliaXon	  against	  
good-‐faith	  whistleblowers	  (ORI)	  
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Retalia6on	  Complaint	  
•  The	  retaliaXon	  complaint	  must	  include	  a	  descripXon	  of	  the	  

whistleblower's	  scienXfic	  misconduct	  allegaXon	  and	  the	  asserted	  
adverse	  acXon,	  or	  threat	  thereof,	  against	  the	  whistleblower,	  by	  the	  
insXtuXon	  or	  its	  members	  in	  response	  to	  the	  allegaXon.	  (ORI)	  

•  PROBLEM:	  	  InsXtuXonal	  conflict	  of	  interest	  (fox	  guarding	  the	  
henhouse).	  
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Examples	  for	  scienXsts:	  
h^p://www.californiaprogressreport.com/site/protecXng-‐uc-‐workers-‐whistleblower-‐retaliaXon	  

Author:	  	  Dr.	  Leland	  Yee	  

•  Miklosy	  v.	  the	  Regents	  of	  the	  University	  of	  California	  (S139133,	  July	  31,	  2008),	  deals	  with	  the	  
plight	  of	  two	  former	  scienXsts	  at	  UC’s	  Lawrence	  Livermore	  NaXonal	  Laboratory,	  who	  
repeatedly	  told	  their	  supervisors	  about	  equipment	  problems	  and	  poorly	  trained	  operators	  of	  
a	  project	  designed	  to	  determine	  the	  safety	  and	  reliability	  of	  the	  naXon’s	  nuclear	  weapons	  
stockpile.	  One	  of	  the	  scienXsts,	  Leo	  Miklosy,	  was	  fired	  in	  February	  2003	  and	  the	  other,	  
Luciana	  Messina,	  resigned	  a	  few	  days	  later	  ajer	  overhearing	  a	  supervisor	  say	  she	  would	  also	  
be	  fired.	  It	  is	  precisely	  these	  types	  of	  cases	  in	  which	  the	  California	  Whistleblower	  ProtecXon	  
Act	  was	  meant	  to	  prevent.	  

•  The	  California	  Supreme	  Court	  ruled	  unanimously	  that	  University	  of	  California	  employees	  who	  
are	  retaliated	  against	  because	  they	  report	  wrongdoing	  cannot	  sue	  for	  damages	  under	  the	  
state’s	  Whistleblower	  ProtecFon	  Act,	  so	  long	  as	  the	  University	  itself	  reviews	  the	  complaints	  
and	  rejects	  them	  in	  a	  Fmely	  fashion.	  The	  ruling	  uncovered	  an	  oversight	  made	  by	  the	  
Legislature	  when	  the	  Act	  was	  amended	  in	  2001.	  

•  In	  other	  words,	  there	  is	  no	  third	  party	  with	  authority,	  and	  that	  leaves	  the	  system	  open	  to	  
abuse.	  	  Illusory	  whistleblowing	  protecXon	  instead	  of	  real	  protecXons.	  

•  Had	  to	  modify	  legislaXon	  in	  2009	  to	  protect	  whistleblowers,	  see	  h^p://
www.californiaprogressreport.com/site/uc-‐whistle-‐blower-‐protecXon-‐act-‐passes-‐senate	  
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Truth	  or	  Consequences?	  

•  “Science	  is	  complex,	  people	  are	  worse”	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
according	  to	  a	  senior	  editor	  at	  Science	  Magazine	  (private	  communicaXon)	  
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