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Manuscript # 2004/099 
Manuscript Title:  Treatment fidelity in behavior change research: A case example 
Please provide a comprehensive and integrated review of this manuscript.  
Be sure to present a balanced view of the manuscript's strengths and weaknesses.
 
The manuscript is on a timely topic that has not been adequately described in the nursing 
literature.  The authors present a nice overview of the importance of treatment fidelity and 
its components. Use of a case study is appropriate to explain the process of research 
fidelity.  A few suggests are given for improvement. 

1. Information of page 7, lines 11-12 is confusing.  The case study seems to be “over” 
with data collection at 12 months—so how was information available that indicated 
that one trainer continued past that time?  How does that effect treatment fidelity? 

2. Page 8, line 14: Provide examples of feedback that was provided to the 
interventionists. 

3. Page 8, line 22: The nature of the informed consent by the patients is unclear. Did 
patients indicate in their consent their willingness and knowledge that the 
interventionists would be observed by a third party?  Was informed consent even 
included in the study? 

4. Page 9, Lines 5-8:  Removal of a trainer from the study interesting. However, 
presenting this information opens several questions for the reader.  Why was the 
trainer unwilling to follow the protocol?  Did the situation have to do with the 
nature of the patients?  What kind of information was collected about the patients?  
What were their demographics, SES, etc?  How does this factors influence the 
protocol for the intervention. How does that effect treatment fidelity? 

5. Page 9, line 16-17:  What was the threshold to determine “intervention as intended”, 
so that the author(s) can conclude that “overall 92% of the time participants 
demonstrated evidence the they received the intervention as intended?”  Are the 
participants here the patients or the trainers? 

6. Page 10, line 8:  Eleven (11) minutes of exercise over 12 months seems very small. 
Is this data element an outlier?  Some explanation needs to be given.  What is the 
reason for this level of noncompliance?  Is this result due to patient demographics or 
possibly is it related to the treatment protocol?  If the reason is the latter, then 
treatment fidelity may be compromised. 

 


