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1. Research question

1. What was the basic research question, or problem? (Please answer in one sentence.)

Is dynamic categorization more useful than the two existing organizational techniques: relevance ranking and clustering?

2. Purpose of the study

1. Was the purpose of the study explanatory, evaluative, exploratory, or descriptive?

The purpose of this study was evaluative; researchers in this study wished to evaluate the usefulness of a dynamically categorizing system, DynaCat. 

2. Did the study have only one purpose?

Yes.  The researchers explicitly stated that the purpose of their study was to evaluate the usefulness of their dynamically categorizing system, DynaCat, versus relevance ranking and clustering.

3. Conceptualization

1. What were the major concepts in the research?

The major concepts in this research were “usefulness” and “organizational technique.”

2. How were they defined?

The researchers defined a useful system as one that helps users:


i. Learn about the kinds of information that pertain to their query

ii. Find answers to their questions efficiently and easily

iii. Feel satisfied with their search experience

The researchers split organizational technique into three parts:

i. Relevance Ranking

ii. Clustering

iii. Dynamic Categorization

3. How clearly were they defined?

The researchers sufficiently defined the three parts of “usefulness.”  It is extremely obvious from the bullet points above (which was taken directly from the text) what defines the concept of “usefulness.”  They clearly give the reader an idea of what is to be measured in the study, that is, efficiency in the search, the amount learned, and the satisfaction level of the user.

The concept of “organizational techniques” was defined even further than those above.  The researchers took the time in their paper to inform the reader of the particulars of each organizational technique; a reasonable length section was dedicated to each organizational technique.
4. Hypotheses testing

1. Were any hypotheses tested? If yes,

No hypothesis was stated within the paper.  The researchers focused on answering their main question: “Is dynamic categorization more useful than the two existing organizational techniques: relevance ranking and clustering?”

2. Were these hypotheses justified in terms of prior research?

No hypothesis was tested.

5. Variables

1. What were the independent variables in the hypotheses?

The independent variables in the hypothesis were the organizational types, that is, DynaCat (dynamic categorization), Cluster Tool, and Ranking Tool.

2. What were the dependent variables in the hypotheses?

The dependent variables were Amount Learned, Efficiency, and User Satisfaction.

6. Sampling

1. What type of sample was selected? Was a random method of sampling used?

Fifteen patients with breast cancer (or their family members) were recruited via the Community Breast Health Project, the Stanford Health Library, and Stanford University’s Oncology Day Care Center.  The method sampling does not appear to be random.  Rather, it seems to be more purposive than any other method.  It appears to be a purposive sample because from the outset of the study they were looking specifically for breast cancer patients (or their family members). This is because of the content of the queries used and the terms used during the execution of the study were specific to breast cancer. Thus, those who have breast cancer (or their family members) would have a higher probability of recognizing terms when participating in the study.
2. How would you evaluate the likely generalizability of the findings to other populations?  Please explain.

First, due to the fact that the sampling method is not random, we would be highly skeptical of the generalizability of the sample. 

As noted in their paper, more queries would be needed to justify broader claims and thus increase generalizability. However, in the next sentence, they state that based on the initial results “using knowledge about users’ queries and the kinds of categories that are useful to those queries, DynaCat can help users find information quickly and easily.” They are generalizing that categories useful to user queries help them find information quickly and easily and that DynaCat is the tool to use for this. Other than this claim, they do not apply any generalizability to other segments of the population. 

We should also point out that it is difficult to determine whether the sample is a good sample since the researchers did not take the proper care to describe their methods of sample selection in more detail.  Is this sample even representative of the typical breast cancer population?  Might there be a difference in usefulness due to the race of the individual, poverty level, etc.? These are some questions that we would like answered before applying generalizability over the entire breast cancer population.
