
36-201Lab #7– Partial Solutions

Question#2: This is anexperiment,sincetheresearcherscontrolledwhogotwhich treatment.

Question#3: Imip: 38/109= 35%;Li: 37/109= 34%;Pl: 34/109= 31%�
Question#4: The randomizationdoeslook asif it waseffective in assigningapproximatelyanequal

numberof patientspertreatmentgroup.

Question#6: Asidefrom AcuteT, weshouldalsocheckthat

� GASscore

� Age

� Gender

aredistributedequallyamongthe treatmentgroupsby the randomization.It would alsobe interestingto
know whetherthe hospitalsdiffer greatly in GAS, age,genderor AcuteT; if so this might meanwe are
runningthe risk of a simpson’s paradoxphenomenonif we analyzethe hospitalsall together—especially
if we alsodiscover that GAS, age,genderor AcuteT areassociatedwith successor time to recurrenceof
depression!

Question#7: OUTCOME is response,qualitative. TREAT is explanatory, qualitative.

Question#8: A contingency tableis aneffective methodof looking at therelationshipbetweentwo quali-
tative variables.

Question#9:

ObservedTable ExpectedTable

Imip Li Pl Total Imip Li Pl

Success 27 (71%) 14(38%) 11 (32%) 52 S 18.1 17.7 16.2

Failure 11 (29%) 23(62%) 23( 68%) 57 F 19.9 19.3 17.8

Total 38 (100%) 37 (100%) 34 (100%) 109 38 37 34

�
Question#11: It looksasif Imip (71%successrate)is moreeffective thaneitherLi (38%)or Pl (32%).

Also it looksasif thereis very little differencein effectivenessbetweenLi andPl.

Question#12: Thestandardizedresidualslook like this:

Imip Li Pl
S 2.08 -0.87 -1.30
F -1.99 0.83 1.24

Thelargeststandardizedresidualis 2.08,whichsuggeststherearesignificantlymoresuccessfulimiprimine
patientsthantherewouldbeif success/failurewereindepenentof treatment.Thesmallest,�������	� , similarly
suggeststhereweretoofew failureson imiprimine,relative to whatwouldbeexpectedunderindependence.

Question#13: TIME is response,quantitative. TREAT is explanatory, qualitative.

Question#14: Sideby sideboxplotsaregoodfor comparingquantitative responseswith qualitative ex-
planatoryvariables.�

Question#15: Mediantime in weeks:Imip: 71; Li: 22; Pl: 18. Basedon themediantime followedin
thestudymorethan50%of thepatientson Imip werefollowedlongerthan71weeks.Furthermore
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for theImip groupwhich is aboutequalto themediantime followedin theothertwo groups.Sincelonger
timesfollowedin thestudyareevidencethatthetreatmentpreventedtherecurrenceof depressionwewould
concludebasedon this analysisthatImip wasmoreeffective thanLi or Pl. Interestingly, thedistribution of
time in thestudylooksaboutthesamein theLi andthePl groups.

Question#17:

(I) Imipriminewasmoreeffective in preventingrecurrence.

(II) Imipriminewasalsomoreeffective in delayingtherecurrenceof depression.

�
Question#18: Both analysespoint to imiprimine: it is betterat preventingrecurrenceof depression

overall,andit is betteratdelayinga recurrenceamongpatientswhodohave recurrences.

Question#19: (i) Supposejust by badluck themoreseverelyill patientsendedup in theLi andPl group.
Thenwe maybeobservingpoorerperformanceon thesetwo treatmentssimply becausethepatientswere
sicker. (ii) Supposeolder patientshave morerecurrencesof depression.Thenit might appearthat Imip
wasthemoreeffective treatmentsimply becausemoreolderpatientswerein theLi andPl groupsandthe
youngerpatientswereall in theImip group.

Both of theseexamplesas well as othersare examplesof confoundingvariablesthat could explain the
relationshipbetween“Treatment”and“Outcome”. However, we hopethatby having randomizedpatients
to treatmentswe have controlledfor the effectsof confoundingor lurking variablesby distributing these
variablesequallyacrossthe treatmentgroupsandtherebyeliminatingsystematicdifferencesbetweenthe
groups.
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