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1. Abstract 

a. According to the abstract, what is the main point of the article? 

This study sought to examine one particular complexity of the Department of Veterans 

Affairs (VA) Veterans Health Administration (VHA): the communication responsibility and 

roles for dual users. Dual users are Veterans who receive health care from more than 

one source including the VA. 

 

2. Introduction  

a. What issues does the author seem to be concerned about? Why is this an important 

question/topic to ask/investigate?  What was the “gap” in the research that this article 

was trying to fill? 

The authors assert (and as a user, I can confirm) that the VHA system is complex and 

difficult to navigate. The authors sought to determine what roles the VA, its providers 

and the patients should play in communication of policies and sharing of patient records, 

etc. Of the 8 million veterans who are enrolled in VA health care, upward of 75% are 

dual users so the phenomenon is one that is ripe for study and improvement (National 

Center for Veterans Analysis and Statistics, 2011, Nayar, Apenteng, Yu, Woodbridge & 

Fetrick, 2013).  

 

b. What is the author’s hypothesis? 

The hypothesis is not clearly articulated in the article. Rather, an “objective” to “better 

understand the patient perspective of dual use” was stated (Howren, Cozad, & Kaboli, 

2015). I found this interesting and intend to do my own research regarding the 

commonality of an “objective” vs hypothesis in academic research. 
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c. In this section, what does the author report about other people’s research?  

The authors do a good job of outlining previous research including limitations therein. 

They discuss the fact that much of the previous research focused on behavior 

predictors, and the limitation in participant study, e.g. utilization of secondary data 

sources. Overall, little previous work has been conducted focusing on the veterans’ 

perspective regarding responsibility of facilitating communication between providers. 

 

3. Methods  

a. What evidence does the author choose to look at to determine whether the hypothesis is 

supported or not? 

The authors choose to examine the opinions provided specifically at the VA Iowa City 

Healthcare System, a system serving more than 184,000 patients, of which more than 

50% are dual users (Howren, Charlton, Ono & Cozad, 2012). 

 

b. What data was collected? How is it used?   

Data was collected via specific questions including in a larger telephone-based survey. 

The survey included both closed and open questions. Results were transcribed and 

coded by independent reviewers. Additionally, 1,500 veterans were mailed a postcard 

soliciting opinions, with a response rate of 41%. 

 

4. Results  

a. How does the author categorize the results? 

The results reported in the findings were too general in my opinion, and included 

categories and findings unrelated to the objective of the study including significant 

demographic data. However, the authors did ultimately get to the primary objective 

question where the answer of responsibility of communication was categorized as either: 

VA Provider, non-VA provider, both VA and non-VA provider, the patient, or someone 

else. 

 

b. What were the author’s findings?  

The findings regarding responsibility for facilitating communication between providers for 

dual use VA patients were: 

• The patient (i.e. themselves): 47.3% 
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• Non-VA provider: 19.6% 

• Someone else: 14.4% 

• VA Provider: 11.3% 

• Both VA and non-VA provider: 7.3% (Howren, et.al., 2015). 

 

c. Are the main findings expected? 

As a hypothesis was not clearly stated, findings were reported as general observations 

and not as expected/unexpected. 

 

5. Discussion  

a. What evidence does the author give in the discussion section to support the hypothesis? 

Give 2-3 examples of evidence the author uses. How well does the evidence support the 

author’s hypothesis? 

As a hypothesis was not clearly stated, the authors use their findings to support a more 

general conclusion that “veterans who choose to use both VA and non-VA health care 

services see themselves as the primary conduit between these respective healthcare 

entities” (Howren, et.al., 2015). 

 

b. What does the author recommend as a result of their findings? Do their 

recommendations fit with what their research found? 

The authors draw the conclusion that their findings support the VA initiative of “patient-

centered care” and recommend that VA counsel patients on the best way to facilitate 

that communication between dual user providers. They also recommend that more 

effective methods of communication system within the VA be “further developed and 

implemented” (Howren, et.al., 2015). 

 

c. Does the author address the problems or limitations of their research methods? If so, 

what flaws or limitations do they mention? 

To their credit, the authors identify the limitations of using a convenience sample 

(difficulty generalizing findings), asking respondents to self-identify as dual users (lack of 

verifiability) and the low number of responses by female veterans (whose perspectives 

my be different than their male counterparts). 

 

d. What does the author suggest as future research?  
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Although the authors make suggestions regarding internal improvements within VA to 

facilitation better provider communication for dual users, they do not identify future 

research suggestions. 

 

e. Based on your notes from the article, why do you believe this is a strong or weak article 

and a strong or weak scientific study? 

Although I wanted to like it, I felt this study really lacked in the “so what?” department. I 

believe research should beget research, and this study simply made conclusions with 

little emphasis on credibility or future studies/implications. The topic is good, and the 

need for the research is evident, but this study fell short in regards to sample size and 

makeup, and strength of data collected. 
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