(Letter to Editors) wd sw 4 4ol dJlio SO gyt g9

EPIDEMIOLOGIST. MEHDI NADERI



http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5608-6582

Types of Scientific Manuscripts:

Review Articles

Letter to Editors

Case reports or Case studies

Brief reports

Original papers (Experiments, RCT, Surveys)

Secondary research comprises (Overviews including; systematic or non systematic surveys)
Guidelines (draw conclusions from primary studies)

Decision analyses (comprise recommendations of previous studies)

Economic analyses




» A letter to the editor, Communications, Correspondence (sometimes
abbreviated LTTE or LTE) is a letter sent to a publication about
Issues of concern from its readers.

» Usually, letters are intended for publication.

» In many publications, letters to the editor may be sent either
through conventional mail or electronic mail.



What is letters to the editor?

In academic publishing, letters to the editor of an academic
journal are usually open postpublication reviews of a paper,
often critical of some aspect of the original paper.

The authors of the original paper sometimes respond to
these with a letter of their own.
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De=mr Editor,

W v e imteEeErested e read am article that was recently published
by Smmeith 2 anmnd colleagwes i thheae Z200% isswue off E+::I"n::u::.r:nr‘*::li{::ug:r‘.zl|_—.l-l—r-..-r_"l
T he purpose of the authors was o assess the walidatiom ofF rightit
wentricwular (W) performamnce evaluationmn amnd the reliability of gu=li-
tative assessrment of YW size. R fumncticom, amd septal wall positicorm -
img imn a represemntative cohort of termrm or mear-terrm meoaomnates wiith
puwulmomnary hhwpepertensionmn (PH) amnd RW dwsfFfumctiomn werswus healthy
controals (HC).?! Six evaluators (experts [M = 3], nowvice [N = 3]) were
asked to independently rate R characteristics (gslobal fumcticomn,
ddilaticomn, amnd septal Fflatiemnmine) based on stamndardized echocardiogs-
raphy images. For this airm. the imter-rater reliability vwas assessed
wwith Cohen's k coefficient.? Based on the authors" results, the
Elobal agresameant bhetween evaluators for subjective assessrment ofF
RN e ticoermn, sizme, amnd septal flattening was OUO=E, OUO0OF, mrwdd Ol =3
respectivelw. Adsao, agresermeeaent im YW fumnction assessrment wwwas rmar—
Eimnally betiter for both expert (O 32 ws O.A1A3) amnd mowice (O, ws Oo0DwS)

ewaluators. T
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We would like to explain some methodological issues about this study. First of all, it is important to know that the concept and definition
of reliability (precision, repeatability, and reproducibility) and validity (accuracy) should be correctly considered in reliability researches.
False positive (FP) and false negative (FN) as well as sensitivity, specificity, positive predictive value (PPV), negative predictive value
(NPV), and likelihood ratios positive and negative (LR + and LR-) are among the estimates to assess validity (accuracy) of a diagnostic
test and have nothing to do with reliability.(2,3) There are problems in assessing reli- ability using the Kappa value, which we refer to
below: First, Kappa value depends on the prevalence in each category. Table 1 shows that in both (a) and (b) situations, the prevalence of
concordant cells is 90% and discordant cells is 10%; however, we get different kappa value (0.44 as moderate and 0.80 as very good),
respectively. Second, Kappa value also depends on the number of categories.(2,4-6) Finally, the third important flaw is when the two raters
have unequal marginal distributions of their responses. Therefore, the weighted Kappa would be a good choice to investigate

intra-observer reliability.(2,4-6)
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TABLE 141 Limitation of k to assess imnterpretation reliability of
twwo evaluators” with different prevalence in the two categories

Evaluator 1

FPositive Megzative
Evaluator 2 result result Total (25)
Situation {(a) Positive result 85 5 oD
MNMegative result 5 5 10
K = 0.44 Total 20 10 100D
Situation (k) Positive result o5 o S0
MNegative result 5 £ 5 S0

K = 0.80 Total 50 50 100D
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Authors concluded that there is significant variability in quali-
tative assessment of BV size and function by trained ewvaluators,
regardless of level of expertise attained. Also, the reliability of objec-
tive measures of RV hemodynamics requires prospective evaluation.

In this letter, we discussed statistical approaches to reliabil-

ity and important limitations of applying Kappa coefficient to as-
sess reliability.*® Any conclusion in reliability analyses needs to be

supported by the methodological and statistical issues mentioned
above. Otherwise, misinterpretation cannot be avoided.
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