
Detailed Cbmaents

Page 1 * 2 « So annotation of the statoaentg mads.

Page 5 and other pages * Kaay punctuation, spelling sad gramoatied. errors on psge 7, 
to, 11, 17, 18, 22, 23, 25, to mention only a few 45, 50, 54, 58, 66, 78, 83, 85, 89, 
92, 108, 110, 112, 116, 118, 140, 153, 185, y

Page 15 line S 4 * "However", Is this appropriate in the context?

Page 15 line 10 from bottom * What is aasnt by cold injury 7

Page 16 i With regard to maternal size and birthwdght, have the axthors sbeim cited 
gone no furlher than indicating the possibility of a relation 7

P«e 17 first few lines * Eb all the references cited implioate diarrhea as the cause 
of undereutrition 7 This la typicd. of the kind of imprecise refereeing In mtfiy other 
places i.e. p. 25. Where more thm one f aCtoris involved, the references for each 
should be identified wp separately,
Page 19 5 Clri^ria for classification not specified pioparly wt/age, 60$
What do these mem?

Page 20 J line 8 from bottom * When this statement is- contradicted subsequently, why 
each a categorical statement ? - Ihis should haye been preceded by some statement such 
aa that this is the case in most studies. Also, is the reference cited the most 
critical on®, for this 7 When a number of references are available to support a statement, 
what are the criteria for selecting a few ? '

Page * Inappropriate generalization r,
4

Page 23 * Middle para. Are these statements 'appliedtle to Kwashiorkor 7

Page 24 * line 5-8 * fieferencea 7 (e,g. Shgilst- Per era, Whitehead)

Page 26 > line 7 * Quite a few of the references maJse no reference to the statement made.

Page 29 line 4-5 * Is a small stature neco3sazy for work capacity or cb some 
individuals manage to perforn well inspite of it ?

Page 30 * Greater physical fitness and low energy intakes.
lice 1-3 * Statement seems hardly credible (Edmund 1977, 1979) check reference for 
statement - Wbrk output not affected by calorie intake? Unbalanced presentation.

Page 35 - pexa 1 * Again use of references eg* lee asd (Show or Chow 4k lee, 1965? 
found not only impaired * growth bat also impaired feed efficiency, but only the 
former is attributed to them.
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last sentence in this paragraph the observations have been Bade In earlier 
studies the ffftmsii cited arc not the only ones norths first ones.
{e.g. Kill•!>» 1965) Hasten worked on attUaLel

Second para * Is the reference cited only one ©r even the najor one relevant 
for opening aentenee.

tag % aiddle para loir cone no consent or critical Bade regarding ezenination has 
been Bade ton Hie remarkable finding attributed to Xnittle (1972) that maternal 
protein deficiency does not produce observable* effects at weaning this contracdicts 
several other studies? IsMselaBtat ‘effects* on shat 7

3$ last pars repetition * In eoae places, blanket statements are Bade and references 
selected at random, appropriate otherwise cited* In other places* ons specific 
study not neoessexily acre crucial in othors, ie gone into in great detail 
Ibr instance* the first end last paras of thin page In contrast with the seoond para*

?«ge 39 * -Again zone (a.g. BadJiakrtehaan 1966), rafereaoes discussed in very 
great detail wad others are catalogued together*

Page 37 * hoes the study of Knittle (1972) include behavioral aspects 7 A great 
deal of repetition. Contradict statement attributed to knitHe on page 36*

Page 38 * The subtitle is undemutrition and the very first sentence deals with 
protein deficiency. Again* references dubbed together for variety of indices* 
lewlt&r aid Barnes 1972 lames £& £&, 1970. Shich are the effects among those 
specified not found to be reversed by rehabil&tion by these authors 7 
e.g, (Rasruikrlshnaa 1966).

Page 43 * A large part irrelevant, lines 1*7 fron bottom oould have been greatly 
condensed.

Page 60 * Pare 2 » The references cited* Are they all specifically concerned with 
the effect« of hytate? ®hat about the oanbridgs studies on whols idlest breads 7

Page 62 last para * ie the stateaent attributed to belteh (1964) oorxeot? first 
sentence Increased prevalence with age - i*e* in the elderiy 7 reference 7

Page 66 i line 12 - Bo 50 g dark green vegetables contain only 650 ug of oarotene 
contradict the figure in the previous sentence*

Page 73 lice 3 f»B bottom * In this and other places »d libituw being words of 
foreign edge should have been underlined throughout.

Paw 75 i line 516 * 7 in first para - 
with respect to or *a» judged by*?

P. 78, P 83, p 85, p 80, p 92, 108, 112, 118, 126, 140, 15 J ,
punctuation * typographic^. errors. , * 7

Page 97 * the 1954 formulation has since been revised, to include abac,
Why was this not used?
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fable 22 t The Shm'm not shown for values in relation to body surface la toe 
45-50 g group TO eniaale sent to have consumed more food bat slao Interne of 
sUTfaca area.

The above is also true of the statement to the next table. Ja the tables 
presented* a few values apparently not consistent etc. With toe rest of toe data 
found to be wrongly calculated on subsequent analysis of toe basis of the individual 
data presented to the Appendix for toetmce Table 22 - Body weights. This inputs 
tost other tables necessitate correcting.

Page 146 * Statement (o) fhils to epeoify this to be tbs oase whether or not this 
was preceded by nionataL uodamutrition.
Bo mention is made of toe differences between snimale from litters of 4 4 9 subject 
to toe sane degree of restriction to the neonatal period* vis* toe 80# and 66# groups.

Page 147 * table 27 * The tabulation could have included the period of feeding*
If toe candidate is talking of toe degree of undemutrition to explain results* she 
should have indicated this to more specific terms for instance* body weight as of 
controls at toe end of restriction (and perhaps at toe time of testing as well)
3h this j&d many other tables the use of *P* ratio for statistical analysis mould 
hate been much more appropriate.

Page 149 line 2 » The word 'group* meaningless.

Page 154 line 10 * 'typical range* or ’expected range'? to most saiiiaL colonies 
toe normal variation ia more than this* Old mothers reared to smaller litters give 
rise to mall litters ? If so* this trend has not been comaented on tor toe candidate. 
Idne 7 from, bottom « row mans means ?
lest few lines l She csndidate has again failed, to note that toe differences 
specified are associated with differences to the size of toe litter to which the 
mothers were raised.

Page IS fable 29 * The number of animals is not stated (this commission to typieaL 
of most tables) * Presumably* they were small* The number of front femalee successfully 
reproducing to each group is not stated area to the table on*

fjm toe individual Valueag given in the Appendix toe number seems less tto® five for 
many of the groups-it would have been better to combine tos 100 and SO# groups on 
toe one hand* and 66# and 50# on toe other as toe inconsistent pattern found eoULd
weLl be due to small sample size. Difficulties in monitoring weight differences 
with a reasonable degree of precision In aain&ls of this size with ordinary bailees 
•ahsb it all the more essential to have an adequate ample size. Such errors seem 
likely on the basis of data for food intake. The discussion does not t«Jce into account
all to© differences which seem statistically significant in this table - &g. toe 
difference between groups fed the same post weening diet with a different developments! 
history before weaning. This is also true of many other tables. The sane comments 
elw apply to the analysis and discussion of toe data on lactation. Those consideration 
limit toe value of toe data on food utilization.
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Page 15? $ The weeding weights in this oipt for paps reined in standard sdsed litters 
are more than what is indicated by the range of 35 - 45 g in the previous expt. The 
aothers were) presumably ©a the sane diet# Tot the candidate does not even oomne&t in 
this difference.

Page 163 * line 6 fa©a bottom s The first part of the staterant inconsistent with 
•fee second part# This feolc eaotlon needs to be revised in the light ©f fee points 
raised.

In this expt. as well es in expt, 2,' vaLuba- for fee proportion of fdeles with 
sueceaful gestation end lactation could have •been given and fee implications discussed. 
Alt®, were feesnlmals which failed to concave on fesst first mating opportunity 

- allowed t© ieate again 7

Page ITT i Tarlatioa in fee values end tlasaefpiofuced per g for food Intake not 
shown as in previous tables* bast column 82. or 6.2 T 
last a»w * Set maternal weight gain feat does ± S mean ?

Page 179 * The mean weaning weights in this j^periment for onimals fed SEQ and are 
Ices fesn for those fed the stock diet in l & 2*
la feds ©sjected on fee basis of diet oompisi^icin. or do ofeer factors account for the 
difference? e.g. fee type of processing

-. ■/ < .
Pag© 180 line 6-7 i A eelght change- of 2 wifetftnd g.©» (or o. d?) of 4 g (Table 2t) am 
hardly be considered as significantly diffehdit from seno assd as representing weight 
again. TaJ&e 21 fo this £»d many other tsblp®* values presumably present mean £ s.e or 
s*d* This is not specified* In fee absence;^? this information end fee number of 
observations* it ie difficult to assess fee,V(3Lidity of the statements made* One 
should not have to go t© ©atlier jertiona#;.^'/;
line 1 ft 2 t The values, for the two generations could have been conibiaed If they 
are not aijsnifiositly different from each1; ofeer end composite picture exgnined for 
consistent trends. I'H?:

Page 190 feird pa*a * The data compering th£ relevant parameters or gestation, 
lactation sad controls could have been presented in summary form as in Table 92,
Are fee gains for lactation ameiatent in, with those in the previous table, (Before 
mating) hare been mow specific than * initially*.

Sera fee weight gains similar in all the grips during %estatlott ? This is contrary 
to what is indicated by fee data. Somewhere in fee cSiemesion, fee LIG is Identified 
as showing improvement in food effeolency during gestation. la a subsequent sentence 
both groups {l3G ft HIG) are cl aimed to show this phenomenon, Ars requirements of 
pup® metabolism perhaps greater-than those for fatal-metabolism. The first sentence 
in the part » fee latter necessarily imply foi-mer or vice-versa*

Table 36 * The Value for,5 retention for gestation is fee KEG group ie not consistent- 
wife those for food cod Fecel S. Sven fee observation feat Values for fee two 
generations are maikebly different from each other inspite of a lads of dlffer&oe 
in otter inspects does not seem to have prompted a re-eignination.

a^lar errors in calculation are to befouna in Sable 36 en& Table 39 in 
ofeer respects end have similarly escaped a-reehedc*

E , ■ "
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they were detected only because 'of tfe&r apparent inconsistency? 
table 38 « Hbat does *Pre-1 actatlon? mstsa? gestation ? of the other Values = 
presented? ‘,

Page 193 * Is the value for food ST for HT<! group during lactation * correct ?

Page 199 t fha me® value for LlQ nor consistent with that given on P 194 nor 
with the individual values. Such offers seem common place e.g. see p 195 & 205.
Is the statement shout lack of differ® ces during gestation qhlte Valid? #hat 
if the value for $ possibly due to eelcuiation error ? Also* for the values for 
lactation differences in pap growth rats during 12-18 days not taken into account ? ,

lb© statements mske no mention of the need for taking considering fet®}. tissue 
composition during gestation and tissue conpositioc pup during lactation.

Page 205 t Bata on p 195 do not support the statement on increase in apparent 
degistibility during gestation.
Saat Siting® retention during lactation «aa comparable in all the groups ineptte 
of gross differences da food intake is not sought to be related the appreciable 
differences in urine Sitrogen and the observation cited by the author that 
urea H ill Increased during pregnancy. If <^L1 the values could have been calculated 
as percentages of those for the SIS group* . © clearer picture would have ©merged.
One of the me® values is outside, the raoge of individual Values. This is also true 
of one of the means in fable 29* ,

Page SO3 * ft© data of this and other tables have been presented in a summary ' 
im form so as to make the comparisons sore clear*

In discussing S retention ctariig lactation, some estimates could have bam made 
of the amount of likely to have hem trgasferred to the pups on the basis of 
weight gains dr sing the period of bailee studies. In the abscesco of this 
information end assumptions made, the statements in the second para do not seem 
warren ted ©nd are hardly consistent with the assumptions and ejaculations made 
on P 196,

• 2hey do not even take into aoeotui the gases fact that a large part of tine 
Siting® retained would be utilised for pip growth and the glaring probability that 
the differences observed may merely reflect differences in pup growth rate* A better 
picture might have emerged if the weight in the pups period of study had boon 
considered in the calculations. It is surprising that this la taken into account 
in expt. 1 for catenating feed efficiency.

Page 306 t Siocuselon irrelavant in the light of the points raised/ £lso no . 
reference is made to the studies of Rsdeatth regarding tie composition of tissue gain 
during gestation.

Page <3.0 i JaPj3l£Sd utaligation t
last line t Is such © categorical statement justified ?

Pagi 21S! line 14-16 f Statement inconsistent with previous statements in this 
connection.

Page 214 * Hret link with previous experiments not (dear.
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Pag# 215 t Experimental details could have besa indicated diagraswatioaily.

Statement not borne out Figure on P 221

Page 222 * The whole discussion shows ia<£c of clarity and a few inconsistencies* 

l?£@e 225 * Bot well defined « In what-w^f 7

Page 224 ? Biddle* para last sentence statement regarding haemoglobin not coned stent 
with data of table 46 for the group fed 10$ protein. It is a good to express lias 
value as $ of control values has been done' in this table* those eignifieantly 
different could haws been masted with m 'asterisk: - this also api&iee to similar jresentaticns in other tables, (blue iO from bottom - reference ?)
Bo clear comment wade on the differences between the 10-10$ s»& 2D-10$ v. r. t, 
haemoglobin.

Page 240 * bas stature measured in the study cited? if so* bow ?

Pegs 247 line 3 onwards s Statement differs from the blanket statement made elsewhere.

The examples given are com* wheat end albumin for mm and rat. The values could
have been given In both oases for all these,

<»

Page 243 * last para - last few lines . - 
‘Bus discussion of the data not satisfaotory
Table 55 » Body weight g&ine not consistent with the difference between initial sad 
fined body weight in tscny cases - This makes it impossible to evaluate the discussion.

Pag# 253 i The- value of 44 for 11-31 weeks hardly consistent with those of 190 and 
438 g for 3-1 1 end 3-23 weeks for the 20$ group* The last statement is based oa 
this value.
The period specified for the last group v 11-31 weeks) not consistent with the 
description given*

Pag# 254 # Bata Sa Table not dearly discussed la the section following. Miat is 
this logic if leaving out the data for 11-13 end 21-26 weeks ? if the objeot is to 
compare 8 week growth in all cases* weight gains for both the complete phase sod the . 
eight week for selected.

ZmmSS&xt
Table 5? s Similar values for initial body'weight a would have made 14© data more 
meaningful* Baits should, have been specified for the parameters.

Page 263 psra 1 s Both the first end last sentence in this para seem inconsistent 
with the data.

Page 264 line 3 from bottom : 1500-2000 mg of what 7

line 2 from bottom - 7000-1000 mi of milk comsurnption from the value given for the 
diet of the BIO* elsewhsre-

Page 267 t Footnotes - not dear. Is refreshing to find atleast table with identifica
tion of the measure following the ± sign end no. of animals. Why was this not done 
consistently in all the tables 0.005 7
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Page 266 table 60 * the paramster given has to be inferred as weight gala fs>a 
the heading. This should hare been Indicated in the table specifying the units.

The significance of anaLl differences in might gains for minals weighing as *ach 
as 500 g is highly quastlonally, in rise of the large errors in seasureaent which 
are likely to result with animals of this might. Bren *3^ would remit on a 
15 g difference. Boxmal fluctuations in body weight cohld also bs of this 
Magnitude. ttoder the circuaetances, the entire discussion on this part of the data 
loses relevance* specially as no direraaeeo ere found in either body weights or 
hone oonpoisition.

Page 271 Mass 3-5 * Such a categorical statement is perhaps not justified. The aost 
that could he said is that growth deficits found in the M$i calcium group at tire end 
of phase HE were reversed after the switch to a lower level. Sere again* the body 
weight data have to be considered along with those on weight gains and bone oosposltion. 
A scrutiny of the data in Table on P 268, does not suggest & significant difference 
in weight gains between the 2 groups fed 440 a« end 600 mg daring phase I although 
they axe Barked adgnificently different froa each other. The fact that the picture 
say change if the obvious calculations errors in this table are tekaa into account 
is quite another natter

line 13-14 * le this e.n origin 1 inference resulting fro* the present observation? 
line 9-8 fxen bottom t without significantly altering-who or what does the altering?

Page 281 * Have no other studies been made on this aspect ?

Paige 362 t Ths level© of calcium efcoULd have been idmtofied for Phase X and Phase IT. 
Bach table should be self-sufficient to the extent possible. That the levels indicate 
those in previous diets is not obvious.
J&a&n* the discusalon of the results for 52 week old missis le meaningless in the 
abssence of differences in bone composition. ®Ma would have been obvious had the 
candidate calculated the increments an percentages of initial values.
Some of the conclusions arc also at fault because of these considerations.

Page 284 line 6 onwards i The statements in this para are indeed* ceasing in view 
of the well-known prev&etxve of skeletal retardation in m*y poor ©raaa. This has 
also been discaeeed in a monograph publishes?. from the candidates laboratory 
(Bateda J »atr. Tol % 1977).
The references cited in support of -this statement are probably concerned with cal dun 
balance and not riceletal saturation. The candidate does not seen to realise a 
child with calcium etc* mless complete cessation of growth occurs.

Page 285 line 1 * Calcium retaining ability ? ’Shat does this asm ? The discussion 
on haemoglobin and iron is iScatchy. Several studies including sons in the candidate 
laboratory have shown to the beneficial effects of cad dun guppleasat&tion to 
groups such as school boys. Overall that nutritional status.

Ho justification for the inference a factor on the basis of the data reported.

Page 288 # fiefs for statements in paras 2*3.
Our previous impressions. Whoso ? Si© Candidate* o ?
weekly body weight* could have been presented & least for toe late depletion end 
early nepOtetioa periods.

Pago 292 it Hepletdon with vitamin A ?



The sosa&xy* instead of being a good overflew of the Tarfouo experlnants 

presenting them in an overall perspective and shoving the licks between them 

where appropriate is a oataiogaing of the Jesuits.

?age 301 * lie# 8 and 7 fioa botto* * Hhat is the juetifieatiQa tor the 

statement mads ? I can seen no oonneotion between this end the objectives of 

the experiment as outlined in the prnioaa paragraph m& else* Again* thie is the 

sort of etatewmt that oasts grave doubta In the aatniily of the candidate*


