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“Lay understanding of genetics: a test of a hypothesis”-A Review of the Article
1. What hypothesis was tested?
The study hypothesized that there is a broad lay knowledge of genetics that is inconsistent with some elements of scientific laws and theories and that obstructs the assimilation of these scientific explanations (Richards & Ponder, 1996). The researchers suggest which this lay understanding is gotten from constructs of the social ties of relatedness. These kinship construct relationships are maintained through relationships and everyday activities that might force people to be conservative and oppose dynamism. 
2. How was it tested?
The researchers tested the hypothesis through a questionnaire where they used three groups. The first two groups were adult women, with the first one made of 64 participants. These 64 participants were allowed to invite their friends to contribute to the study, and 113 friends formed the second group (Richards & Ponder, 1996). The third group was made up of 73 social science students. The third were first-year students, and their questionnaire was slightly modified. The response rates for the three groups were 100%, 88%, and 100% respectively (Richards & Ponder, 1996). Their mean ages were 56, 54, and 19 years respectively. The first two groups were made of females while the third group was made of 68% females. 
3. Was the hypothesis supported or rejected? 
The research supported the investigator's hypothesis. Across the three groups of respondents, a large section of them provided the correct answer for the part of common genes between a child and father than between a grandmother, uncle, or sister (Richards & Ponder, 1996). For the cases of these relatives, there was an accordant tendency for underestimating the level of genetic relationship as the hypothesis predicts. This means that the answers provided by the respondents agree with the researchers' hypothesis. The patterns of the feedback that the three groups of participants provided astonishingly showed consistency and distinctly follows the researchers' lay knowledge of inheritance gotten from their hypothesis. The rest of the questions within the questionnaire are also pertinent to the hypothesis. The researcher gave the respondents a list of questions that they were supposed to state whether they were correct or incorrect, or if they are not conversant with it. Most of the participants affirmed correctly that they did not know anything about these inferences. Most of them correctly indicated to the inference "a daughter inherits more of her genes from her mother than her father" (91%, 73%, and 70% respectively for the three groups) (Richards & Ponder, 1996, p. 1034). Saying this statement was false is a consistency with the bilateral system of kinship that lacks assorted kin terms on both sides of the family. Nonetheless, the feedback to the other inference, "human eggs and sperm contain half the amount of genetic material found in other cells in the body" received varied responses that do not show consistency with the Mendelian theory. 59%, 28%, and 47% respectively for the three groups supported this statement (Richards & Ponder, 1996, p. 1034) 
4. Is the sponsor of the science mentioned? 
The researchers mentioned the sponsors of the project. The project was sponsored by the Centre for Family Research, University of Cambridge. In any research project, conflict of interest (COI) is bound to occur. The private or personal interests of the funder or the sponsor could differ with those of the researchers or the outcomes of the research itself. The outcomes of the research will be altered and may not be accurate if the sponsor's interests are not catered for since they are the ones who fund the research. This, therefore, means a huge issue for the investigators for any research center. 
5. What are some implications of this research? 
While the aforementioned knowledge gap in genetics could greatly impact studies of genetics, the implications of the information on inheritance gotten from this research can be compound for investigators, clinicians, and subjects and their blood relatives. If the hypothesis is correct, it will have important implication which makes it be used in the clinic or classroom for genetic Education. It gives support in a way that the provided explanation has to start from an understanding of the pre-existing knowledge. This knowledge is brought about by an individual to a learning situation as well as focusing on this knowledge and Mendelian explanation. In "82" in short, Education ought not to stop as it has been proposed by individuals doing science education. In "32' which starts from the bottom-up or instead of the conventional one which is "top down" technique. This approach starts with an attempt to providing a simple account and scientific position. The achievement of scientific understanding widely is unsuccessful to the top down accounts which disregard the former understanding of individuals who came to the clinics and school pupils733. Currently, they are busy in coming up with an empirical test of an evidence-based bottom-up approach to clinics and genetic Education in different institutions (Richards & Ponder, 1996, p. 1035).
Generally, the research provides more opportunities more than challenges. One of the opportunities is an investigation of environmental measures such as social genotypes. Social phenotypic influence has been studied, for instance, whether friends can make someone fat. Conducting a social version of the Mendelian theory can offer a robust basis for casual inference. This means that the genetics antecedently associated with a specific phenotype might not be the sole relevant genetics while putting effects of social impact on the phenotype are being considered. Besides the direct impact of the social genome, it is possible for the relationship between personal and social genetics. Certainly, social genotyping may be employed in studying the linkage between the gene of an individual and those of the socially approximate persons. A significant challenge here is explaining the level of the independent determination of the social genotypes. For instance, people with similar traits divide sort themselves together into social groups; a situation referred to as homophily. This shows the possibility of reverse causation. That is, the phenotypic characteristics of a person might influence the genetic makeup of their social surrounding. Nonetheless, the rising impact of genetic decision-making in disease and health makes it crucial for educating the public on this matter. Therefore, the study has an implication on the education of the public concerning matters on the inheritance of genetic information. 
6. What could you do if you wanted to find out more about the topic? 
If I wanted to learn more about the topic, I would undertake comprehensive research from scientific materials within my reach. This includes resources from the library and from the relevant scientific search engines. The resources would include enough primary and secondary credible sources on the subject. The subject is an exploration of the public knowledge of the basic constructs of genetics. Then, I would carefully read them and get pertinent evidence for supporting the thesis I'd have previously developed. After a critical evaluation of the sources, I would then take notes, and make a documentation of the sources. Taking notes will involve writing summaries and comparing basic concepts discussed within the various sources to draw general inferences on the topic. 
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