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The 10 Questions (with some elaborations and expansions): 
 
 

I.  What do the numbers show?  Where’s the numerical evidence?   
 What were the exact figures? 
 
 
II.  How representative is that?  What’s the central tendency or base rate? 
 
 “For instance is no proof.” 
 
 Mean, Mode, and Median. 
  
 Interrogating averages: 
  Are there extreme scores? 
  Are there meaningful subgroups? 
  Who’s in the denominator? 

  What’s the variability (standard deviation)?       σ = √ ∑(xi-µ)2/N 
 
 
III.  Compared to what? 
 
 Interrogating a graph: 
  What’s the Y-axis?  Is it zero-based? 
  Does it K.I.S.S., or is it filled with ChartJunk? 
 
 
IV.  Is the outcome statistically significant?  Is it chance or is the outcome  
 unlikely to have come about by chance? 
 
 “Chance is lumpy.” 
 Criterion of sufficient rarity due to chance: p < .05 
 
 
V.  What’s the effect size?  How can we take the measure of how substantial  
 an outcome is? 
 
 How large is the mean difference?  How large is the association? 
 Standardized mean difference (d):  d = (µ1-µ2)/σ 
 
 
VI.  Are the results those of a single study or of a literature (e.g., meta-analysis)? 
 
 
VII.  What’s the research design (correlational or experimental)? 
 
 What’s the source of the numbers: PFA, peer-reviewed, or what? 
 Design matters: Experimental vs. correlational design. 
 
 Experimental Design: Random assignment to the conditions of the Independent Variable  
  with possible effects on the Dependent Variable evaluated. 
 
  Randomized Controlled Trials (RCT):  Research trials in which participants are  
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  randomly assigned to the conditions of the study. 
  Double blind trials are those in which neither the researcher nor the patient know  
  the treatment condition. 
 
 Correlational Design: Measuring existing variation and evaluating co-occurrences, possibly  
  controlling for other variables.  Two variables are correlated if the values of the one  
  variable relative to its mean are similar to the values of a second variable relative to  
  that second variable’s mean.   
 
 What variables were controlled for or were not considered? 
 Does the design justify a causal claim? 
 
  

Interrogating associations (correlations): 
  Are there extreme pairs of scores (outliers)? 
  Are there meaningful subgroups? 
  Is the range of scores in a variable restricted? 
  Is the relationship non-linear? 
 
 
VIII.  How was the variable operationalized?  What meaning and what degree of  
 precision does the measurement procedure justify? 
 
 What elements and procedure result in the assignment of a score to a variable? 
 What exactly was asked?   
 What’s the scale of measurement? 
 How might we know if the measurement procedure is a good one?   
  Reliability: Repeated applications of the procedure result in consistent scores. 
  Validity: Evidence supports the use to which the measure is being put. 
  
 
IX.  Who’s in? 
 
 What domain is being evaluated?  Who’s in?  Who’s not? 
 Is the sample from that domain representative, meaningful, and sufficient? 
 Is the sample random? 
 
 
X.  To whom can I turn? 
 
 http://apps.carleton.edu/collab/quirk/resources/consultants/  
 


