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JAYPEE UNIVERSITY OF INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY, WAKNAGHAT
Ph.D. END TERM EXAMINATION- Dec 2017

COURSE CODE: 10PINGE201 MAX. MARKS:25
COURSE NAME: Research Methodology
COURSE CREDITS: 3 MAX. TIME: 2 Hrs

Note: All questions are compulsory. Carrying of mobile phone during examinations will be
treated as case of unfair means.
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Q1. Why research grant are crucial? Discuss fatal flaws that can be avoided in resgar Ié’a%lt
application. P,
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Q2. Describe the precautions that the researcher should take while 1nterpréng/,lns'rﬁﬁdmgs [3]
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Q3. How can the gaps between industry-Academia interface be n/yrcﬁ;ved‘? What'would be the
benefit of such collaborations to both parties? @ %///4 ) / [3]

Q4. Answer the following questions wrt basic biological resé”aych Ly
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a) Points to keep in mind during the literature re¥ig ,f‘(ﬁr a research project
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b) Limitations of the tests of hypotheses 7
¢) What is research misconduct? Wha?
substantiated? Who is investigated ﬂ/

t}gé’f;:onségu?fnces of research misconduct if
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wh6 1s hefd accountable for research misconduct?
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d then answer the given questions.
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Foundation for a predoctoral fe I()yvs (/HIS work in a lab wherc he did a rotation project was
later carried on successfuI y bﬂotﬁe;s and it appears that a manuscript will be prepared for
publication by the er;d ({f’ : it er. However, the fellowship application deadline is June 1,
and Vljay demdesqt,//\ﬁ,oufd ge advantageous to list a publication as “submitted” rather than “in
progress.” With /ﬁt conéﬁltufg the faculty member or other colleagues involved, Vijay makes up
a title and ay/thor H for a “submitted” paper and cites it in his application. After the application
has been ”glalféd 1/ member secs it and goes to the faculty member to ask about the
sublﬁl;tgd;’ man/liscrlpt Vijay admits to fabricating the submission of the paper but explains his
act;/éns ﬁyﬂ saylﬁig that he thought the practice was not uncommon in science, The faculty

membg//rs in“Vijay’s department demand that he withdraw his grant proposal and dismiss him
from thé: graduate program.
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1. Do you think that researchers often exaggerate the publication status of their work in written
materials?

2, Do you think the department acted too harshly in dismissing Vijay from the graduate
program?

3. If Vijay later applied to a graduate program at another institution, does that institution have the
right to know what happened?



4, What were Vijay’s adviser’s responsibilities in reviewing the application before it was
submitted? [4]

Q6. Andre, a young assistant professor, and two graduate students have been working on a series
of related experiments for the past several years. Now it is time to write up the experiments for
publication, but the students and Andre 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 two shorter, less-complete papers so that each student gould be a
first author. Andre favors the first option, arguing that a single publication in a* i‘ho visible

journal would better suit all of their purposes. This alternative also would help Aﬁ e, W faces
a tenure decision in two years. Andre’s students, on the other hand, strongly sugg th t two
papers be prepared. \\X %, \\5\‘\

They argue that one paper encompassing all the results would be too lohg plex. They

also say that a single paper might damage their career opportunltle§§becau§e =
able to point to a paper on which they were first authors. &

a) How could Andre have anticipated this problem? An\“’w
could he have established for lab members? ¥

b) How could Andre and the students draw on pracﬁ’ 1tb§l{1§thelr discipline to resolve
this dispute? @® O X

¢) What kind of laboratory or institutional p lc\%s{g&% eep disputes like this from
occurring?

d) Ifasingle paper is published, how c;ﬁ%& m Qs make clear to review committees and
funding agencies their various ro%ﬁgnd*t\%i itportance of the paper? [4]
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