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Unless otherwise stated, all samples are from Antunes et al. Mol Sys Biol 5:270 
(2009).
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The Discussion makes an argument about your contributions (blue) to the field, 
while still acknowledging your caveats (red, green).

Source: http://www.pdac.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/how-puzzle.jpg

2



3



4



5



6



The significance of your data rests upon the integration of your data with the 
network of already accepted biological facts. To demonstrate this integration, you 
must compare your data with those of other (published or unpublished – cite 
accordingly). There are three outcomes of the comparison: 

- Your data explains previous data.

- Your data confirms previous data.

- Your data contradicts previous data. What could account for the difference, and 
how would you resolve it?

Regardless of the outcome, state the implication of the comparison, e.g. a deeper 
understanding of a biological phenomenon.
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Use “et al” for papers with more than 3 authors.
-“et” needs no period
-“al” needs a period

The citation style used here is Springer Basic.
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First two references: Papers with the same first author are listed in chronological 
order.

Last two references: Articles whose first authors share the same last name are 
listed alphabetically by first initial.

The format used here is Springer Basic. 
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