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Andrew Camilli
H H M I  I n v e s t i g at o r

T u f t s  U n i v e r s i ty  S c h o o l 

o f  M e d i c i n e

“I would be open to such  
a ‘MyLabSpace’ but am 
doubtful it would gain 
wide acceptance. 
Although I welcome open 
access to papers, I think 
posting lab notebooks and 
draft manuscripts online 
could lead to undue com-
petition and intellectual 
property issues. A 

‘MyLabSpace’ could make 
for occasional interesting 
reading (expletives, self-
psychoanalysis), however 
its major value would be 
access to data that are 
never going to see the 
light of day in peer-
reviewed papers. Perhaps 
this could be accom-
plished more efficiently  
by wider use of journals 
with lower subjective hur-
dles for publication.” 

Most new technologies are a boon to science—new lab equipment, software, and  
procedures make things faster, easier, more accurate. But when it comes to the growing 

trend toward open-access online networks, scientists have mixed feelings as to  
whether this technology might help their fields.    —  E D I TE  D  BY   S a r a h  C . P.  Wi  l l i a m s 

A small group of scientists are beginning to post their lab 
notebooks and draft research papers on open-access Websites  

for comment and discussion. Would you greet this so-called 
Science 2.0 with open arms or major skepticism?

Q & A

Teresa Nicolson
H H M I  I n v e s t i g at o r 

O r e g o n  H e a lt h  &  S c i e n c e 

U n i v e r s i ty

“It’s an intriguing idea—
feedback and critical com-
ments on your work could 
greatly influence the direc-
tion of your project. 
Sharing your work at meet-
ings is almost always a good 
thing, so why not extend 
that to the Web? There 
may be a lot of scientists 
out there happy to share 
helpful advice or start col-
laborating, especially if 
they do similar work. The 
people most apt to browse 
through your notebooks or 
drafts, however, may be 
your closest competitors, so 
there is some risk involved. 
I’m sure many scientists 
would be too worried to 
post their notebooks or 
drafts on the Web.”

Michele M. Barry
H H M I  I n t e r n at i o n a l 

R e s e a r c h  S c h o l a r 

U n i v e r s i ty  o f  A l b e r ta 

“There is no doubt that the 
World Wide Web has had a 
tremendous impact on our 
daily lives. Some of these 
impacts have been benefi-
cial and some perhaps not. 
This impact includes new 
networking capabilities 
such as MySpace and 
Facebook (used religiously 
by my students!). As a new 
Web-based network for the 
communication and discus-
sion of science, the obvious 
advantages to Science 2.0 
would be quick access to 
information, quick feed-
back, and worldwide col-
laboration. At a time when 
fewer scientists seem to be 
presenting unpublished 
data at conferences, howev-
er, I wonder whether 
Science 2.0 would catch 
on. It may take some time.”

Jason G. Cyster
H H M I  I n v e s t i g at o r

U n i v e r s i ty  o f  C a l i f o r n i a , 

S a n  F r a n c i s c o

“I would have skepticism as 
to the benefit of this effort 
except as a teaching exer-
cise. As Aldous Huxley put 
it, ‘Life is short and infor-
mation endless, no one has 
time for everything.’ 
Experiments usually need 
to be repeated, discussed, 
and repeated many times 
before they lead to a robust 
finding that is likely to be 
of value to the wider com-
munity. I’m not advocating 
it, but I could more clearly 
see merit in the reverse 
scenario—requiring that 
all the ‘raw’ data on which 
a submitted study is based 
being made open-access 
after publication.”


