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Differences among career paths in
academia, government, and indus-
trial positions have set the tone for

the amount of publishing expected from
a chemist. In academia, publishing is expect-
ed, while in government and industrial
positions, the requirements vary from re-
search to contract and manufacturing labo-
ratory environments. In the October issue
of Today’s Chemist at Work, four pharma-
ceutical chemists—Fred LaPlant, Gregory
Webster, David Rossi, and Todd Maloney
(see affiliations at end)—discussed the
personal aspects of the issue. Below, they
continue their discussion, tackling prob-
lems of intellectual property, managerial
support, and money.

Protecting IP
Webster: It cannot be overstated that at
no time is the employee free to divulge
the intellectual assets of the company.
However, it is routinely allowable for scien-
tists in industry to publish their work with-
out discussing the exact details that may
conflict with such disclosure. For exam-
ple, one can talk about a family of mole-
cules without identifying an exact mole-
cule. You can actually talk about the
analytical techniques without identifying
the intellectual property of the analytes
involved. Most editors understand that if
they are going to receive industrial partic-
ipation in their publication process,
allowances to protect the intellectual prop-
erty must be made. 

LaPlant: Competitive advantages are
naturally highly valued and can be either
patented or protected as proprietary secrets.
But it generally isn’t in the best interests
of the company to have these innova-
tions published. The only discoveries that
can be published are those that are not
particularly groundbreaking or have no
foreseeable profitability. While publishing
articles in this middle ground is scientifi-
cally valid (minor extensions of established
techniques are not without merit), it 

doesn’t make any sense for industrial re-
sources to be spent generating them.

Rossi: Why should we give our best ideas
away? Well, if it is patented already, then
who cares? And if it’s not patentable and
not needed as a trade secret, who cares if
it is published? The growth of science in
our culture is critically intertwined with
the exchange of information and ideas.

More and more, science is a collaborative
effort, conducted by teams of scientists
communicating, scanning the literature,
and working together. Restricting the
free interchange of ideas is like conduct-
ing science with bearskins and stone knives.
If we have no exchange of ideas across
the community, then our science is, at
best, primitive.

Maloney: Protection of intellectual prop-
erty is exactly the reason scientists in indus-
try should not publish externally. Internal
publications or research reports are much
more valuable to a company because they
provide useful information in a timely fash-
ion to assist colleagues in their work and
promote colleague recognition.

Company Discouragement 
Rossi: If your company discourages such
pursuits, then it’s likely that your compa-
ny or boss doesn’t really encourage person-
al development. One option scientists have
used with some success is to form their own
private consulting company and publish as

a representative of this company. Now, you
can’t give away company secrets, and you
might not be able to use company time or
facilities, but this option is doable. It is
perfectly acceptable to use data from the
open literature to facilitate your research.
HPLC expert Lloyd Snyder did this success-
fully while developing the foundations for
DryLab (www.lcresources.com), the most
commercially successful expert system for
HPLC method development.

Maloney: If management does not
support publishing and you are very proac-
tive to publish, your eagerness could lead
to your demise. Colleague performance and
goals will be based on metrics related to
turning out product, not on the number
of publications. Publishing is fundamen-
tally good for science, but not necessari-
ly for industry (business). The only perceiv-
able solution to this paradox is to hope for
a day when the performance of science is
not dictated by money but rather is driv-
en by the curiosity and ingenuity of dedi-
cated individuals. 

LaPlant: It is completely within the
purview of the employer to limit publica-
tion, in the same way that an employer
may limit personal use of company comput-
ers or cars. However, the employer inter-
ested in keeping publication-minded
employees happy would do well to allow
publication whenever possible. Most corpo-
rations are very supportive of employee
involvement in community service; not
only is it good PR for the company, but it
also provides an outlet for people’s real
desire for charitable giving. But you don’t
have employees being paid to spend weeks
away from work building houses. Likewise,
although publishing has positive aspects,
they’re not so important that they should
significantly detract from work. 

Webster: Good bosses will recognize that
while group focus must be on the business
task at hand, part of their job is to main-
tain the motivation of the employees under
their influence. The brightest and best
employees are going to want to work in a
company with good benefits and good pay.
However, according to Abraham Maslow’s
hierarchy of needs theory, benefits and pay
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mean only so much compared with intan-
gibles such as the opportunities and expe-
riences that the scientist will have by work-
ing for that company, including the
opportunity to publish (1).

Making Money
Rossi: Indirectly, publishing does make
money for the company in two ways. First,
if scientists can use publishing as an outlet
for gaining recognition, then they will be
more inclined to challenge themselves to
do their jobs better, faster, and cheaper.
Second, if a research organization can
encourage or even promote scientific excel-
lence through technical publications and
other means, then it will become more
competitive in recruiting top talent.

Maloney: Developing new medicines is
what makes our company money, not publi-
cations. Unless the extra effort expended
on publishing is putting a twist on a
portfolio-related project, the costs associ-
ated with nonportfolio-related research can
add up quickly, and considering there is
no guarantee your research will be
published, it may be frowned upon by
management. The time associated with
developing a research idea along with the
cost of materials for the experiments are
contrary to fundamental good business:
Profit is being spent with no return on
investment. Scientists must be cautious to
not let research ideas envelop their time
and resources at work.

LaPlant: Why not focus employees’
efforts on the completely tangible work
that has measurable payoffs? I like to use
the analogy of work hours. If someone is
getting X amount done in an 8-hour work-
day, it’s an easy calculation to determine
that he’ll get 2X work done if he works 16-
hour days. Of course, this isn’t true in prac-
tice—the long-term result is burnt-out,
dissatisfied employees with even lower work
output. The take-home message is that
productivity is not infinitely additive; if
the goal of the workplace is to get work
done quickly and efficiently, then publish-
ing cannot help but hinder that goal.

Webster: Looking at publication in the
industrial setting, what is the trade-off
for this extra effort that must be under-
taken? The trade-off is professional collab-
oration, participating in cutting-edge
science, and acknowledgment of being a
specialist in the field. Publishing gives the
industrial scientist credibility. It gives the
chemist professional exposure and a chance
to work on other aspects of science than

perhaps the more mundane, day-to-day
aspect of the job. Publishing affords the
industrial chemist the opportunity to
network across disciplines that help on the
job but may also help with looking for better
jobs or, heaven forbid, having to respond
to downsizing.

Primarily about Product
LaPlant: If your job is to get the product
out the door, then doing so in a timely
and consistent fashion should be reward-
ed. Mixing in publishing is a little nonsen-
sical; it’s like saying, “Your job is to run
this HPLC assay—and when you’re done,
why don’t you put a fresh coat of paint
on the lab.” If that’s the way the employ-
er wants to use skilled technical resources,
then that’s his or her decision to make.
But contrary to the assertion that publish-
ing is essential to both the company’s
and the individual’s advancement, my own
experience suggests that in the long run,
employers are vastly more interested in
raw skills, hard work, and attitude than a
long list of published papers.

Webster: Excellence continues to be
measured by the active publication one
does in their field. For industrial chemists
who do not have a publication track record
in the field, quite frankly, this must be
explained away. Companies look for scien-
tists with a proven track record of scien-
tific accomplishment. The numbers of
approvals, new ideas, and new publications
all contribute to this record. Although the
industrial concern is not going to base its
decision to hire solely on publishing expe-
rience, it is a piece of that puzzle, some-
thing that the chemist can manage and
add to.

Maloney: Doing your job well and exceed-
ing the expectations of your employer are
what your annual goals should be. Improv-

ing business efficiency and making improve-
ments in your daily job activities have noth-
ing to do with publishing. The fact is that
publishing can indirectly lower an employ-
ee’s value to a company. Employees are
often reviewed not only on contributions
made to the portfolio, but also on aspects
such as community, teamwork, and lead-
ership. To publish, an employee will work
longer hours, at work or at home, taking
time away from family and personal life.
To compensate, other less important activ-
ities, such as volunteering or involvement
in community or company activities, are
reduced. This course of action is the oppo-
site of most companies’ goals of having
their employees well rounded and active in
their local communities.

Rossi: No, just getting the product out
the door isn’t good enough. We must
constantly be looking for faster and better
ways to do our job. This will make our
company more competitive now and in the
future. You got the product out the door
today, but you may not be able to tomor-
row without scientific advancements and
new technologies. It is also important that
our management and partners under-
stand that we are improving the status
quo. Publishing and presenting are two
ways to achieve this.

Poetic License
Managers and lab scientists can have very
different views on the requirements or even
the desirability of publishing. This differ-
ence in opinions can lead to dissatisfac-
tion on all sides when personal and work-
place expectations are in conflict. But in
the final equation, the key is not whether
one publishes or does not publish. Rather,
it is that we are able to keep our career
and professional lives vital as we strive
for a promotion, maintain a flexible
response to downsizing, or search for our
next job.
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