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	Yes (Y)
	No (N)
	Unclear

(U)
	N/A

	Section A: 

Population
	Is the study population representative of all users, actual and eligible, who might be included in the study?
	
	
	U
	

	
	It is difficult to say if this is the case given the fact that we can only assume all “middle managers” were included. We’re not sure what a “middle manager” is, exactly. Does the definition include staff other than librarians? This is not made explicit. 

The study uses a form of convenience sampling if one looks at it from a national perspective, and at least partially makes this explicit by mentioning that the research was conducted in the Pacific West within the abstract. This is not specified in the “Problem Statement” or in the title, however.
	
	
	
	

	
	Are inclusion and exclusion criteria definitively outlined?
	
	N
	
	

	
	The definition of middle managers is not clear: “Middle managers an in [sic] include lower executives and employees who manage supervisors overseeing day-to-day operations.” It is also unclear why 30 “middle managers” were eliminated from the initial sample (done with input from library directors).
	
	
	
	

	
	Is the sample size large enough for sufficiently precise estimates?
	Y
	
	
	

	
	The sample size is equal to the population size if one assumes that the population of interest only included middle managers in the 22 academic libraries in four-year, public, master’s level institutions in the Pacific West. 
	
	
	
	

	
	Is the response rate large enough for sufficiently precise estimates?
	Y
	
	
	

	
	A 66.9% response rate could be considered sufficient (or rather, not insufficient), if you trust the BMJ for example (http://resources.bmj.com/bmj/authors/checklists-forms/is-bmj-the-right-journal-for-my-research-article).

It does seem like there is still the possibility of non-response bias given the nature of the questionnaire and possible reasons to decline participation which could be related to the issue being studied, but that is hypothetical; however, the higher the response rate, the more modest the effect of bias. 

There was no comparison between the demographics of the responders vs. non-responders, and no defense of the response rate, which could be considered an omission.
	
	
	
	

	
	Is the choice of population bias-free?
	
	
	U
	

	
	Unclear: if the researcher had specified that he was interested in middle managers’ beliefs and attitudes about shared leadership in four-year, public, master’s level institutions in the Pacific West, perhaps not. There was a strong element of convenience in the selection of this population, which is not discussed as a limitation by the author at any point. Also, it is unclear why 30 middle managers were dropped from the initial list and the problematic definition of “middle manager” should perhaps also be considered here.
	
	
	
	

	
	If a comparative study:

Were participants randomized into groups?

Were the groups comparable at baseline?

If groups were not comparable at baseline, was incomparability addressed by the authors in the analysis?
	
	
	
	N/A

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Was informed consent obtained?
	Y
	
	
	

	
	Participants were informed about the research project (via a formal letter), and given the research was approved by two IRBs, it is safe to assume they were informed about the researcher’s intent to publish the results. However, specific information about the mechanisms of consent was not detailed in the article (e.g. the request for consent is not provided as a supplementary file).
	
	
	
	

	 Section B:

Data Collection
	Are data collection methods clearly described?
	Y
	
	
	

	
	Data were collected using an online survey instrument called SurveyMonkey and details were given regarding the timing of the requests for participation and the timing of reminders. Interesting details on how to reduce the number of survey requests sent to recipients’ junk email folders were also provided.
	
	
	
	

	
	If a face-to-face survey, were inter-observer and intra-observer bias reduced?
	
	
	
	N/A

	
	Is the data collection instrument validated?
	
	
	U
	

	
	The concept of validity is not made explicit in the article, but the survey was pretested. Pretesting, however, does not necessarily indicate validity or reliability (see Boynton). It is unclear whether a preexisting, validated instrument was available (there is a reference in the text to the development of such an instrument in a chapter in Shared Leadership called “Assessing Shared Leadership: Development and Preliminary Validation of a Multifactorial Leadership Questionnaire”); if a validated instrument was already available, the author does not explicitly state why it was not used.
	
	
	
	

	
	If based on regularly collected statistics, are the statistics free from subjectivity?
	
	
	
	N/A

	
	Does the study measure the outcome at a time appropriate for capturing the intervention’s effect?
	
	
	
	N/A

	
	Is the instrument included in the publication?
	
	N
	
	

	
	The complete survey is not included as a supplementary file; the author mentions that there were 10 statements to rate in the first section and one is able to track those 10 statements in the article via the text/figures; however, it is still rather difficult to reconstruct the questionnaire based on the article, given the way the results are presented. Also, it is unclear how many questions were asked in the second and third sections of the questionnaire, as well as how they were asked precisely (e.g. were instructions given in addition to the questions?)
	
	
	
	

	
	Are questions posed clearly enough to be able to elicit precise answers?
	
	N 
	
	

	
	There seems to be rather vague use of language such as “receive information” and “share information” in some of the questions, and it is not clear how the statements addressing the Jackson Framework were presented.
	
	
	
	

	
	Were those involved in data collection not involved in delivering a service to the target population?
	
	
	
	N/A

	
	This is not made explicit but it seems safe to assume in this case.
	
	
	
	

	Section C:

Study Design
	Is the study type / methodology utilized appropriate?
	
	
	U
	

	
	It is unclear if a quantitative study is the best approach to this issue.

It is unclear whether it is appropriate to treat Likert items as ordinal data, ordinal-categorical data, or interval data

It is unclear whether it is appropriate to summarize central tendency using the mean (rather than the median or mode). These issues are not discussed at all by the author, who does not appear to have received advice on data analysis (or at least does not mention it at all).
	
	
	
	

	
	There is mention in the Problem Statement that “no study has investigated the extent to which middle managers participate in shared leadership and to which their libraries practice shared leadership,” but then the author goes on to say that “there is a need to understand the extent to which middle managers believe they share decision making as leaders…”—there is discordance between these two statements, and the questionnaire is only able to capture perceptions. 
	
	
	
	

	
	Is there face validity?
	Y
	
	
	

	
	The questionnaire was pretested, so in theory yes. However, some questions use vague terminology which could arguably not reflect the concept being tested: for example, as mentioned above, “I receive information from senior library administration” and “I share information with the senior library administration” are vague statements and it is not entirely clear how they would necessarily measure shared leadership. 
	
	
	
	

	
	Is the research methodology clearly stated at a level of detail that would allow its replication?
	
	N
	
	

	
	The instrument is missing. It would be very difficult to replicate the study without it. In addition, it would be difficult to replicate the study given the ambiguity of the term “middle manager.” Other than that, the article does appear to do a good job of mapping out the process of contacting potential participants.
	
	
	
	

	
	Was ethics approval obtained?
	Y
	
	
	

	
	Are the outcomes clearly stated and discussed in relation to the data collection?
	
	N
	
	

	
	Means are used to assess outcomes: the response levels seem to have been treated as interval data, but no statistical analyses are otherwise provided; other measures of the average are not included. It is also difficult to understand how the author justifies concluding that a mean shows disagreement when a score of 4 is a neutral response and all the means provided are < 4 (that is, are an average reflecting strongly agree, agree, or somewhat agree on the scale). The author appears to have been attempting to match the first part of the survey to Jackson’s framework but this is only made explicit under “Future Research” and it is unclear what purpose this served.
	
	
	
	

	Section D:

Results
	Are all the results clearly outlined?
	
	N
	
	

	
	No. The results are difficult to follow: The questions documented in the text do not necessarily match the questions documented in the figures and it is hard to get a sense of variability in responses with the exception of figure 2a. The results are not all presented uniformly, which is also confusing. In fig. 2, the results are presented as percentages of agreement within 3 (or 4?) statements, without providing means. Consistency in the presentation of results would help. Also, the means in the text do not always match the means presented in the figures, when they should be exactly the same for the same questions.
	
	
	
	

	
	Are confounding variables accounted for?
	
	
	
	N/A

	
	The study does not address cause-effect relationships.
	
	
	
	

	
	Do the conclusions accurately reflect the analysis?
	
	N
	
	

	
	The concluding paragraph does not reflect the study design. The study provides a snapshot of “middle managers’” perceptions of shared leadership, but the study does not address whether organizations are shifting from hierarchical models to shared leadership models, and the concluding paragraph seems to imply that this is what is happening, or what should be happening. The conclusion could have overcome this by indicating the importance of future studies on the perception of shared leadership within librarianship. 
	
	
	
	

	
	Is subset analysis a minor, rather than a major, focus of the article?
	
	
	
	N/A

	
	Are suggestions provided for further areas to research?
	Y
	
	
	

	
	Yes, but perhaps not enough suggestions are made (e.g. no mention of possible regional differences in shared leadership in academic libraries, or of possible differences between academic libraries of different sizes, etc.) The section on “Future Research” also seems to contain a great deal of extraneous content which may have been better suited to the “Discussion” section.
	
	
	
	

	
	Is there external validity?
	
	N
	
	

	
	Inclusion/exclusion criteria were not clearly defined, unclear that the geographically-oriented selection of participants would be generalizable beyond the geographic area in question, 
	
	
	
	

	Calculation for section validity:  (Y+N+U=T)

If Y/T <75% or if N+U/T > 25% then you can safely conclude that the section identifies significant omissions and that the study’s validity is questionable.  It is important to look at the overall validity as well as section validity.
	Calculation for overall validity:  (Y+N+U=T)

If Y/T ≥75% or if N+U/T ≤ 25% then you can safely conclude that the study is valid.



	Section A validity calculation: Y/T = 3/6 = 50%

Section B validity calculation: Y/T = 1/4 = 25%
Section C validity calculation: Y/T = 2/5 = 40%
Section D validity calculation: Y/T = 1/4  = 25%
	Overall validity calculation: 7/19 = 37%
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