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The IMRAD structure has a focus on how the author effectively creates a linkage between the introduction, the methods, results and his or her discussions (Dixit, 2011).  The author of this article adopted the use of a concise introduction which directly addresses the subject area and creates a linkage with the rest of the paper.  The author’s introduction expresses his level of understanding regarding the subject matter. He noted the lack of characterization of molecular interactions existing between two subunits which focus the study. The author made use of several studies in his area of focus in trying to focus his study (Dixit, 2011). Finished studies are used so as to provide a vivid explanation of the current situation in the studied area.  The studies help in identification of the gap; “question remaining to be answered which structural features enable the conformational flexibility of the I domain needed for the activation of I domain integrins,” this plays a primary role in supporting the author’s thesis statement.
The method component of the IMRAD structure is quite visible in the article. The author provided experimental procedures used to reach his findings and conclusions.  The method section identifies all requirements used in carrying out the experiment. The author as well offered an explanation of the actual experiment process and provides the standards that were complied with to meet the results. It is important for the method section to be precise so as others can follow it and come up with similar findings. This is vital in fostering the reliability index of the study results and conclusions (Wu, 2011).  It can, therefore, be concluded that the author of this article was at depth in his presentation of the methodological approach of his study.  The methodology section provides clear insights into the approach taken by the author in reaching his findings thus making it very efficient. Experiments conducted as part of the study have a correlation to the thesis of the study thus providing an indication of the validity of the study findings. 
It is imperative for the results to have a significant correlation to the thesis of the paper (Dixit, 2011). This area of the article focuses on the study findings, data, and empirical evidence. The authors presented his findings in a clear way. All generated data was well presented in bar graphs which placed the study findings into context.  The study findings alongside the data provide empirical evidence that can effectively be used to support the conclusions of the study. The findings are well organized based on the objective of the experiment. For instance “Reactivity of  L2 C-linker mutants with mAb TS2/4 and KIM127”, “ Ligand-binding activity of  L2 C-linker mutants under activating or resting conditions”, “Effect of  L2 inhibitors on the adhesion of C-linker deletion mutants 8 and 10”,  “Characterization of the binding sites of mAbs R7” and “CBR LFA-1/1”  and “Reactivity of MAbs with C-linker mutants”. An analysis of the data in every of the experiments is carried out in a clear way (Wu, 2011). Comparative bar graphs are used to provide an in-depth understanding of the findings. The results are also interpreted in an unambiguous manner; “Each bar represents the mean value S.D. of two independent experiments…” the author as well presented a comprehensive analysis of his findings so as to establish a strong case in support of the study hypothesis; “This result suggests that the active state of the I domain is no longer regulated by the I domain in these mutants”. The article employs the use of such words as “in contrast” to evaluate the findings with those of other studies. One of the counterargument that this study successfully challenged is the claim that I domain was not activated by the shortening of C-linker.  A focus on counterarguments expresses the in-depth capacity of the researcher to clarify all issues surrounding the research area (Disney, 2001).
The final component of the IMRAD structure that this article obeys is the discussion. The author gave an effective approach to the discussion area.  An overview of the entire study, data, findings, conclusions, and implications are provided in a clear way.  It is important for the author to consider making comparisons with already completed studies while discussing the implications of the study (Wu, 2011).  The author, for instance, explained that other studies previously completed, like his study, established a discrepancy between the COS-7 cells and C-linker functions.  The implication of this finding is extensively discussed by the researcher who not only justifies its relevance to the study thesis but also plays an essential role in focusing future studies in this area (Disney, 2001). While this study provides justifiable findings and conclusions on the subject areas, it opens up more areas which necessitate more studies. For instance, the implications of this study that such polypeptide stretches as C-linker that are in L2 play a critical role in conformational flexibility as well as functionality result to speculations of the possibility of such disordered regions being new areas of target for the process of drug development as well as therapeutic interventions.  A study of this effect could help clarify the validity of this speculation. 
A conclusion that can, therefore, be made is that the author was at depth with the use of the IMRAD structure. The author’s alignment to this structure and his focus on evidence-based conclusions provide the implication that the field of science employs systematic approaches in conducting and presenting their research work. All areas of a science-based research correlate with one another, and the researchers in this field base his findings and conclusions on testable and verifiable evidence. This in a sense promotes the validity and reliability of research results in the scientific field of study. 
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