2 NewsStand,

Inc.

CORRESFONDENCE

Call for openness about
farm-animal experiments

AR — The recent eall by the Muffield Council
< Bioethics ("UE pane urges animal
researchers logo public® Mature 435, 392,
2H05) for scientisks i discuss more apenly
the use of animals in experiments should
start with farm animals. During their lves,
minst commenoal livestock are subpact tn
experimentationat several levels: the
individual farers the nacional flods orherd;
and the global livestock industry. Indeed,
ata more hasie level, a farmis day-to-day
and year-to-vear refinenent of animal -
maragement practices and busness
activitices ix itselt scientific, experimental
and involves animals

"Commercial livestock are subject
to experimentation at several levels:
the farm, the national flock ar herd
and the glabal livestock industry.”
— lan G. Celditz

At the indivicial farm level, genetic
imprevement pi mies provide ome
example of animal experimentation through
collectionof data on pedigres and on
indrvidual performance such as bady weight
and milk producton. Anmother example &
eallectivn of hlood for seralogy, on the frm
o ait the point of slasgheen, to et ypotheses
o disease epidemiolog:

What benefits might flow from a

reciation of commercial
farmes’ dependence on farm-hased animal
experimentatiom within their enterprise and
e bonadhy across their industry?

Farst, experimental practices, especially
BEnetic IMpROvEHent PrOgrarmmes, can
Tave widfare comsequences that desernve our
artention (e WL Faw et ol Livear. Prod
Sci 56, 15-33; 1998). These can be beneficial,
for example when animals are selected for
calving ease. They can also be harmiful, for

e in hroiler chickens whose legs are
weakened by sdection for fast prowih rate.

Second, the discussion may help
illuninsane the natare of buncan -animal
relatsonships and potentalby reduce the
atigma associated with use ofanimals in
universities and reseanch instibutes.
lan G Cadditz
CEIRE Lwwstack industries, Locked Bag ), PO,
Arnicabe, Ness South Wales 2350, Australia

Plagiarism criteria ignore
the way research evolves

AR —Yeuir Special Report on plagiarismm,
“Takang on the cheats” { Mature 435, 258-25%
2HHD5], el o, in oy opinaon, appreciale

24

the way in which scientific reacarch evohes
In o experience, incremental progress

s oiften reparted At one or more scientific

oonferences, untl a comprehensive

rariseript cin be subiitted wa reputable

journal for pribslication. The work may be

further puldished in resesarch monographs, in

review articles ancl, on necasion, in texthnols,

Tt seems to mie a misinderstanding to
insast that a prece of vnrk mlxr|!:|"|ﬁ1|isl|rd
oy onee

A series of progress reports woald
maanurally bave extended sections in comimon
— i thiis waere pod alloseed, ni sesentiss would
consider presenting worls at a confercnee
with published proceedings. Increasingly,
amh:n:nmrnpusauburxgpu”uh;.dax
reguilar hoods and sometimes cven ass
izsues of standard journals. 15 it nat
rh.:r.ciuntiﬁ:rl.lrpmunlnem}rmmsﬂﬁml
papers are expocted, rather than discvssion
papers on woik in progress?

similar eonflices ean arise between journal
and bk puiblislera. | subrrated 2 paper o
ascientific joarnal and later incosporated
adescription of it in a research monograph.
Homweve, the efficient hook publisher got the
monagraph on the street fwn months after
recgving the manuscript, whereas the
journal furned aut to have 3 backlog
resulting in accepted papers waking o
than a year toappear in print. In this
instance, could [ he accused of committing
‘sl f-prlaggrarisnd on the basis of overaps,
whien [have noveontrol over the sebedules
o the publizhers?

Bent Sarensen

Diaprarrmard o Matkeratics and Physics,
Ronskikle University, Usie railatsusj 1, bid, 27,
DK 4000 Rskilds, Danmark

Six-word rule could turn
description into plagiarism

SR — Your Special Feport on the software
yourmal exlitors ane considering Lo help
thermicatch ncademic cheats { Mature 435,
258-25% 2H05) supgests that six words used
contigumsly in moee than one pablished
paper now constitutes plagiarism. [ design
el aligonuclentides to anhibat STATS
sctivity in boemone refractory prostate
caneer [ wse this phirseof more than
s wnrdks o desieribe what [ doin the
imtrodustion i my manuseripts. Am
[ cammiting self-plagiarism?

Plagiarizm st absolutehy be defined nat
b weircls vased bt br dlata sheowen, That is the
seronts abferee, not that soimoone reisses
key descriptive phirase in several papers
Baverly £ Barton
Deparimant of Surgery Disision of Urclegy.
UMD IS SR GE1S,

185 Seuth Orange Avanue,
Mewark, Mew Jemey 0103, LSk

Penalties plus high-quality
review to fight plagiarism

SR — Your Special Feport (Matwe 435,
2158-259; 2005) on plagiarism in scientifi
Lewts everkoaks an important related
prablem, nnm-lj'mlﬂh[‘r[l.lhllmum‘
i the same data {graphs or pictures).

Thecomputer programs bor identifving
duplicate text in manuscrpts do not seem
capableof handling this particular kind of
dishomesty: In one case [ have sdentified, the
authoes bad published the e dectron
reragraphs repeatedy in different journals,
anud attenped o de so with a manuserpt
that was sent o me for review. |n trving o
hide zelf-plagiarism, theeon) Figires were
pwwnla[‘lpg;dedamnmrur:ﬂﬂlhyﬁglﬂm
slightty cutor expanded. This is reminiscent
of Jan Hendrik h-:l'-mﬁ acientific miscomduct
(Niatuare 417, 367-368; 2H2L

When T informed the editar, she rejected
thee paper witha letter statirg that it was
ungeceptable, a1 a reviewer had detected
the plagiarizm. But there are good arguments
ﬁrlrmrgl‘:llsmgvfun.]mr anflalu. :Em\l.
measures, such as nogifying the authors'
|nst|ht|mind.|hp|'|lla;:F their funding
agency, Papers dentitied as frauchlent after
publicatson should be remeved from the weh
wversion af the journal and be replaced bra
e diselosing the scientifie misconduct.
The authers’ eonsent shoubd ot be regquared.

Evin more serious sanctions may need
lae discussed publicly and inchaded in the
puiclelines for manuseript submisson. For
exarnple, the authars could be hanned from
[nl}dlﬁlng,pcnmmntlrukmpnmnh at

st in the cheated joumnal Fur!hngnp.rn.::
ooutld add pressure by stating that scientists
practising scicntific misconduct will he
chenbid the right to suibenat proascals,

Last, bur not least, many cases of schennfic
mbscopidact eould be avoided if the work
of gaad revieswers were appreciated more
explicithy. [ el myself that I'm doing it for the
bemefit of science, But, lacking apprecation,
some reviewers might do their jobina doppy
manner, Wiy not encourage them? The:
cnly jowrrel 1 knoay thae makes an award for
excellence of reviesw is Environmental Soence
et Tectmmogy. Publishing a listof the top
100 200 revviewiers cach year may encourage
mnre in-dipith evaluations of manuscripts.
Klans Wittmaatk
Institute of Radiation Protisstisn, GSF National
Research Centre for Endrnnmant and Haalth,
B575R Naubiarbarg, Gamsany

Nature's policy an duplicate publications is
outlined at wwwnamare.com/natare!

anid reserves the right o bring it bo readers
attention — Editor, Nature.
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Therace forthe bomb

How close was Mazi Germany to developing atomic weapons?

Hitlers Bomibse: Die Geheime Geschichte
der Deutschen Kermwafferversuche

bry Rainer Karlsch

Ceutsche Verlaga-Anstai: 2005 432 o
2420 54350

Dicter Haffmann
Terlin historian Rainer Karlschs book deals
with one of the most controversial questions
an the modern history of science in German:
i the natson makes sersous progress towards
diveloping an atnmiie bomb? The sensational
wathe oif luis: bk, Hihilers Bornlbe, could suggest
that German scientists built and tested an
atemic bomb, bt this implication is oot
borne out by the book’s content. Germany
certainty did not have an atomic bomb the
size of those that the United States dropped
on Himshina and Magazaki in Angust 1945,
which is today’s standard meaning of the term
“tomic banaby

Sowhiat does Karlech mean when be wses
thie woed “horly® Hie uses no unsgue noven-
clature, speaking of tactical atomic weapons,
al’ nudl.ar]mr;z of thermanuchear hallow

explosive homibe, and of uranium- 235 boabs,
In fact b tells us a story of bow Germany
dueveloped a sl nuclear weapon, which he
sas was Lested at benst twice

The physical principle of the bamls is never
deseribed precasely or co ensively, For
example, Karlsch describes a de: nnnmtmg
of twn spheres, nested ane inside the other,
Thee spnaller ome in the centre contained heavy
water, surrmnsded tyra sphere of nuclear el
The suter spherical surface was covered in
convenitioal hollow explosive clarges, which,
when ignited, compreased the heay water so
intensely that it started a fusion reaction. The
neutrons generated in this way woold have
triggered f1sson reactsons in the nuclear fuel
It iz plavsible that the Germans based their
waork on adm research inta hallms axplo
sive charges, but even so, by oedinary phivsice,
the reaction specds, pressure and available
temperature ane at least two orders of nag-
nitude oo srnall v initate a figion reacton.
Furthernmee, it is ursclear bowe the Germans
alitained their plutenium or their enriched
uranium Karlichis explanatson, both here and

1o develop an slomic bomb,
bt claims that Germany tested

elaeshens, s vague, and b generally gives only
quialitative deseriptions without corerens fig-
wred, 5o it b8 not ebear bow well this therrm-
nuchear bollow explosne bomby, as well az
ather hamb designs, woald have worked, il
wrdoed atall,

Wevertheless, Karlsch helioves that a nudear
weapon could first have heen tested in ctor
ber 1944 m northern Germany, an the island
of Rigen. A second test reportedly killed
several lnndred priseners ata concentration
camip in Tharingia in March 1945, Bat these
teats bring ws o another probilem of the
howk: the historieal reliability of Karlschis
sources. There 18 doult over the evidence
far the first test in Rilgen, as the first report
about the event, shortly after the war, 1 con-
trowversial and unreliable, The second event
i better supported by documentary evidencs.
It seems certain that some kind of new and
poowerful weapon was tested in Tharingsa in
March 1945 — bur what sort of weapon i
e clear.

Farlach atenipts wo prove his lppothesis
that it was a nuclear weapon with data From
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