Misserlian & al. (2005) – article review – Regression analysis

1. What research questions do the authors state that they are addressing?  
2. What analytical strategy was used, and how appropriate is it for addressing their questions of interest?  
3. What were their main conclusions, and are these conclusions warranted from the actual results /statistics /analyses that were reported? 
4. What, if any, changes/additions need to be made to their methodology to provide a more complete picture of the phenomenon of interest (e.g., sampling, description of analysis process, effect sizes, dealing with multiple comparisons, etc.)? 
------------------------
Formal study description (list of variables) & Notations:   

IVs:  Therapy time: Early, Middle, and Late therapy sessions; Therapy process measures for each time: Client Emotional Arousal Scale–III (CEAS-III, modal scores, “arousal”); Levels of Client Perceptual Processing (LCPP, proportion of “high” processing levels); Working Alliance Inventory (WAI). DV: Beck Depression Inventory (BDI), with pre-therapy scores used as a co-variate and post-therapy scores used as the DV [focus on Tables 3 & 4].   
1.
Research Question (RQ): “client emotional arousal, perceptual processing [LCPP], and the working alliance [WAI], together, would be a better predictor of therapy outcome [BDI] than any one of these variables alone” and this question was explored for middle and late therapy sessions (while using pre-therapy BDI scores as a covariate).  
2.
Analytic strategy:  Longitudinal design, correlations observed over time; procedure (manualized therapy provided for clients with depression); instruments (coding of transcripts of therapy sessions for arousal and LCPP; self-report instruments for BDI and WAI); Statistical analyses: separate hierarchical regression analyses reported for middle and late therapy sessions.    
3.
Results as conclusions in response to hypotheses (selected BDI as focus):  
· Midtreatment: “Table 3 shows that emotional arousal and client perceptual processing during midtreatment significantly increased outcome prediction, explaining 41% of the variance.”  
· This statement accurately reflects step 2 (for arousal) and step 3 (for LCPP). In step 3, arousal only adds “marginally” unique improvements over LCPP (p < .07 in table 3). 
· Late treatment: “adding the working alliance to perceptual processing improved prediction, explaining 34% of the variance in reduction of depressive symptoms.”    
· This statement accurately reflects Table 4 for step 2 (for LCPP) and step 3 (for WAI). In step 3, LCPP only adds “marginally” unique improvements over LCPP (p < .10 in table).
· Because of the small sample size, the overall analysis has limited power. That means we need to pay close attention to effect size, and not be “put off” by marginal significance. Also, this process increases experiment-wise error rates.   
4.  
Changes:  If you list the ‘limitations’ stated in that article then explain what change would remedy that limitation and why (e.g., they discuss supplements to self-report outcome measures & recruitment of more “typical” client profiles for treatments). For each point, list why the change you note would improve the study.  

The questions for this exercise did not include any questions on the theoretical adequacy or the practical utility. They were focused solely on the research design. 
In terms of depression, Table 3 shows that emotional arousal

and client perceptual processing during midtreatment significantly

increased outcome prediction, explaining 41% of the variance. In

late treatment, adding the working alliance to perceptual processing

improved prediction, explaining 34% of the variance in reduction

of depressive symptoms (see Table 4).
The results concerning the working alliance were somewhat

intriguing, as the alliance did not predict treatment gains on the

outcome measures except for depressive symptoms.
Therapeutic

process and change are complex phenomena and this particular

study cannot answer questions of causation. One process

likely follows another, but we cannot elucidate that sequence from

this research.
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