36-201Lab #7 — Partial Solutions

Question#2: Thisis anexperimentsincetheresearchersontrolledwho gotwhich treatment.
Question#3: Imip: 38/109= 35%;Li: 37/109= 34%;PI: 34/109=31%

& Question#4: Therandomizatiordoeslook asif it waseffective in assigningapproximatelyan equal
numberof patientspertreatmengroup.

Question#6: Asidefrom AcuteT, we shouldalsocheckthat

e GASscore
e Age
e Gender

aredistributed equallyamongthe treatmengroupsby the randomization.It would alsobe interestingto
know whetherthe hospitalsdiffer greatlyin GAS, age,genderor AcuteT, if so this might meanwe are
runningthe risk of a simpsons paradoxphenomenorif we analyzethe hospitalsall together—especialf
if we alsodiscorer that GAS, age,genderor AcuteT areassociatedvith succes®r time to recurrencenf
depression!

Question#7: OUTCOME is responsegqualitative. TREAT is explanatory qualitative.

Question#8: A contingeng tableis aneffective methodof looking atthe relationshipbetweerntwo quali-
tative variables.

Question#9:

ObseredTable Expectedrable
Imip Li Pl Total Imip Li PI
Success | 27(71%) 14 (38%) 11 (32%) 52 S| 181 177 162
Failure | 11(29%)  23(62%)  23(68%) 57 F | 199 193 178
Total 38(100%) 37(100%) 34(100%) | 109 38 37 34

& Question#11: It looksasif Imip (71%successate)is moreeffective thaneitherLi (38%)or Pl (32%).
Also it looksasif thereis verylittle differencein effectivenesdetweerli andPl.

Question#12: Thestandardizedesidualdook like this:
Imp Li Pl

S 2.08 -0.87 -1.30

F -1.99 0.83 1.24

Thelargeststandardizedesidualis 2.08,which suggestsherearesignificantlymoresuccessfuimiprimine
patientghantherewould beif successé#ilure wereindepenenof treatmentThesmallest—1.99, similarly
suggestshereweretoo few failuresonimiprimine, relative to whatwould be expectedunderindependence.
Question#13: TIME is responseguantitatve. TREAT is explanatory qualitative.

Question#14: Sideby side boxplotsaregoodfor comparingquantitatve responsesvith qualitative ex-
planatoryvariables.

& Question#15: Mediantimein weeks:Imip: 71;Li: 22;Pl: 18. Basedonthe mediantime followedin
the studymorethan50% of the patientson Imip werefollowed longerthan71 weeks.Furthermore);=21



for the Imip groupwhichis aboutequalto the mediantime followedin the othertwo groups.Sincelonger
timesfollowedin the studyareevidencethatthetreatmenpreventedtherecurrencef depressionve would
concludebasedn this analysighatImip wasmoreeffective thanLi or PI. Interestingly the distribution of
timein the studylooksaboutthe samein theLi andthe Pl groups.

Question#17:

(D) Imiprimine wasmoreeffective in preventingrecurrence.

(I Imiprimine wasalsomoreeffective in delayingtherecurrencesf depression.

& Question#18: Both analysegoint to imiprimine: it is betterat preventing recurrenceof depression
overall,andit is betterat delayinga recurrencemongpatientswho do have recurrences.

Question#19: (i) Supposgustby badluck the moreseverelyill patientsendedupin theLi andPI group.
Thenwe may be observingpoorerperformanceon thesetwo treatmentsimply becausehe patientswere
sicker. (ii) Supposeolder patientshave morerecurrence®f depression.Thenit might appearthat Imip
wasthe moreeffective treatmentsimply becausenoreolder patientswerein the Li andPI groupsandthe
youngerpatientswvereall in thelmip group.

Both of theseexamplesas well as othersare examplesof confoundingvariablesthat could explain the
relationshipbetweerTreatment’and“Outcome”. However, we hopethatby having randomizedpatients
to treatmentave have controlledfor the effects of confoundingor lurking variablesby distributing these
variablesequally acrossthe treatmentgroupsandtherebyeliminating systematiaifferencesbetweenthe
groups.



