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QI. Falsification is probably the most heinous of research misconduct and can zca_“p :
the perpetrator’s career, but also to those of trainees and other scientists. wlidatrus
findings are true. Justify the statement. [5] [CO

Q2. Study the following case and answer the following questions. [8] :
Dr. John Leonard is one of very few molecular biologists wo1'kinggxi'i}@a‘%«d_g_articular field. Dr.
Leonard recetves a paper to review, about a protein called sur“ﬁivggh;_ 3},;911 he and a graduate
student in his laboratory are researching. The article was sul mﬁiﬁ%@;by Dr. Mark Mortis to
Protein Interactions, a medium-impact journal, and the editq%?ﬁ{‘s‘léé“d@i‘. Leonard and two other
expetts in the field to review the paper. The article Snggesﬁts.z»\aﬁlg\'f%interaction between survivin
and the protein GFX and provides evidence for the fac%tftliég; botll proteins are necessary for the
full survival-promoting function of survivin in a cells ‘h&é}’f’i"éle also describes, though, that if
there is too much survivin inside cells they die. ¢ -. &«
But the paper is fraught with problems: poor cohtrolsin"'consistent data in figures,and alternative
explanations are not considered and claimsgare ‘%‘zg‘r’stated. Dr.Leonard gives the paper to his
graduate student Melissa Zane, who gives 174 detailed critique and recommends sipnificant
revisions. Ms. Zane has never reviewed, an aitiéle before, and Dr. Leonard thinks that doing so
wiuld be a good educational expériéncefor her. Ms. Zane notes the finding about too much
survivin being toxic to cells, a ﬁ?@l@ﬁ"“she has had working with the protein, and discusses it
with Dr. Leonard. Both agree tfi§ @i“e;.jé%hould lower the dosage of survivin in her experiments;
the cells actually survive;;fo@ﬁ%yh?e,gﬁlonger than her experience before, and then they die.
Dr. Leonard submits Mg Zanéis and his own comments about the research to the editor,
suggesting that the pape}@gzylié;%ccepted only after a few more experiments are performed to
validate some of ﬁ;l%%c%hgl‘jiﬁsions. One of the other reviewers has comments similar to Dr.
Leonard’s, and thg Qﬁi_t?ﬁ asks Dr. Morris, the author, to make the revisions before he will accept
the paper.&” ”’*‘%K%
But in the‘%ﬁ‘@fﬁt féﬁwweeks the interaction between GFX and survivin that is discussed in the
per’remains 11 Dr. Leonard’s mind. GFX was not a line of inquiry that Dr. Leonard and Ms.
Zane, \\fef}:j following in their research. They were focusing on other stimulatory proteins, but
unsu%q;sfﬁlly. Dr. Leonard suggests to Ms. Zane that she add a compound to the cell culture
system that stimulates the cell to produce its own GFX, a method that is somewhat different from
what was in the paper by Dr. Morris that is under review. The enhancement method works. The
cells live for a month.
Ms. 7Zane and Dr. Leonard draft a paper based on the results, which includes appropriate
controls. Science, a prestigious journal, accepts the paper. Several months later, Protein
Interactions publishes a revised paper from the laboratory of Dr. Mortis. But after Dr. Morris
sees the article in Science he suspects that Dr. Leonard, who was an anonynious peer reviewer on

the paper, might have taken some of the ideas for the Science article from his paper under
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review. Dr. Morris knows that Dr. Leonard hadn’t been working on GFX because it was hard to
puritfy,
and deduces that he used material in the unpublished manuscript to stimulate GFX activity,

a) What types of conflict of interest might arise when someone is asked to review a paper or
grant application? [1.5]

b) Is it ever appropriate for a peer reviewer to give a paper to a graduate student for review?
If so, how should the reviewer do so? [1:5]

¢) Is it appropriate for a peer reviewer to use ideas from an article under revie
unfruitful research in the reviewer’s laboratory?[1] ]

d) Is it ever appropriate for a reviewer to use ideas from a paper under reviéwieven i
reviewer’s method to achieve a result is different from that used in the ’p_a&bcr ﬁgdér
review? If so, how should the reviewer proceed?[1.5] o

e) What are some of the challenges in the current peer-review process_ii‘in wlich the peer
teviewer is anonymous but the author is known to the reviewer?[ 1657

f)  What recourse is there for Dr. Morris if he suspects that his,ideagivere plagiarised?[1]

Q3. Answer/explain the following questions. [12]
a) Discuss various points to keep in mind when choosi ;
b) SOP of maintaining innovator Lab note book. 2] %
¢) How to develop hypothesis. Explain directi01@\{?3 S, é}é@ﬁ-directional hypotheses by taking
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suitable example. {2.5] ,

d) How an innovator should decide whether'he should choose Patent vs. Research
Publication. What is the precaution infiovatorghould take if he chooses to patent his/her
invention.[3] N

e) Comment on following study design, [2.5]
A psychologist wants to_proyé that CBT (Cognitive behavioral therapy) is better than
Narrative therapy in tlle‘,t\i""‘éggnl'egj?f-"ﬁf depression. She selects 40 people to parlicipate and
compares their depi'pssfi&ig%:s%cﬁx‘yes after treatment (20 for CBT and 20 for Namative
therapy). In the n,letl,;:(%s’?’dsﬁéqggﬁon it is noted that the people chosen for the CBT group had
a mean age of 32 ﬁ‘ilq_di&g% had a university education, and 72% were female. The people
in the Narrati%ei%ihe '%ijyﬁ group were mostly male (80%), with an average age of 48, and
only 25% %;Q‘_;ﬁﬁple”’fe\d university




