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Introduction
1. What is the author’s central purpose? Is it clearly stated?
The article “Periodontal Disease Associates with Higher Brain Amyloid Load in Normal Elderly” was written by group of authors. The purpose of the study in this article was showed the connection between periodontal diseases and brain dementia that would lead to the Alzheimer disease. The authors underlined that the number of people who are with the dementia more than 35 million and it will be increase double by 2030 and double again by 2050. These numbers mean that this problem is important for all people in the World. The scientists made statement that periodontal disease is more prevalent in adulthood and elderly. However, it can start in childhood. Currently approximately 65% of ages 65 and older have chronic moderate and severe periodontitis. Consequently, if people will know all risk factors of this worldwide disease, they will try to avoid them. The authors clearly showed the purpose of this particular study. The purpose is in reason to decrease the risk of the developing AD, people should control their oral health (periodontal inflammation). 
2. Write a 150- 200 word summary of the article that accurately conveys the content of the article. 
This article shows us the study about the proving of the connection between periodontal health and the risk of to get Alzheimer disease. The scientists did the study experiment with 38 random persons that chosen with some special requirements about test group health. The researchers tried to exclude all unnecessary variables such as the existing stroke, uncontrolled hypertension, diabetes, and others, in reason to make the experiment more precise. During the experiment the scientists use the methods as measures of periodontal disease (CAL, PD, BOP.)  After all statistical processing of the results, the scientists made the conclusion that the hypothesis that they stated was proved. The chronic periodontal inflammation/infection contributes to brain amyloid load and it would lead to the destroying of cognitive functions of person (AD). Also, the data from the article said that the strongest correlation between measures of periodontal disease and amyloid retention was achieved using 3mm as the threshold for the clinical attachment loss. The results of this experiment could be explained another way. It could mean that periodontal disease could lead to the reduced of masticatory abilities that could increase stress response, that may lead to increase plaque score. Consequently, it is possibility that the relationship between CAL and  amyloid load is related to a relationship between CAL and cognitive dysfunction. 
3. Does the work meet the standards to be considered an appropriate/academic/scholarly source?  Justify your choice.
I would say that this article should be considered as academic/scholarly source. I think so because in this article we can see all requirement components as valuable source, authority of authors, original study was done, all components of the scientific experiment are present (abstract, introduction, methods, results, discussion, disclosure statement/conclusion, and some mere.) It is from valuable source (www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4399973/). It is a peer-reviewed and accepted for publication. 
4.	Are the qualifications of the author(s) appropriate for an academic article?  Briefly describe the authors’ qualifications.
      As I mentioned before this article is the result of work not just one author but the group of authors (17). All of them are represent their Departments, Medical Centers and Schools and Universities. I will mention just some of them. For example, Dr. Angela R. Kamer is one of them. She is Associate Professor in NYU. Her qualification is Ph.D., of Pathology, M.S., of Oral Sciences, and Doctor-Medic, Institute of Medicine and Pharmacy, Stomatology. She has more than 20 publications in the journals such as European Journal of Anesthesia, Neurology, Journal of Alzheimer’s Disease, Journal of Neuroimmunology, and many others. 
    The next author is Elizabeth Pirraglia. She has more than 40 publications. She was published in the journals such as  Neurology, Epub, Neuroimage, BMJ Journal, and many others. 
    Lidia Glodzik has about 120 research items with co-authors. We can find her researches in the next journals:  Science Translational Medicine 6,  N Engl J Med, NeuroImage, Alzheimer’s & Dementia, Clinical Chemistry, Neurobiology of Disease, and many others. According to these facts, I would say that the authors have a high level of qualification

5.	When was the work published?
       The article was published in 2015. However, according to the article history it was revised by October, 26 2014 and available online on November 5 2014.

Methods

1. Is the experimental design clearly described?  Describe the design in your own words.
   I think that the experiment was clearly described and was made. It was created a random sample with some limitations. All clinical data were performed blinded. The subjects went through all measurements such as CAL, PD, BOP, BMI (body mass index).  Then with PIB and MRI they examined the brain (present of the amyloid load). Finally, they did the statistical analysis of the results, correlated them and made the conclusion that was proved the hypothesis. 
2. Have the possible influences on the findings been identified and controls instituted?  Describe and evaluate the use of controls and possible influences 
   The possible influences could be the subjective medical history of person. Cross-sectional study usually gives us the information in just particular moment of time. More precise information could be during longitude experiment. Also, the sample was kind of homogeneous 95% of subjects were white with pretty similar oral health behavior and habits of hygiene. 
3.	Has the sample been appropriately selected (if applicable)?  Describe the sample used in the study, and evaluate its appropriateness.
      The sample was presented by 38cognitively normal healthy subjects from a random community. All subjects provided written informed consent to participate in this board –approved study. There were some inclusion criteria such as at least 12 years of education, had a minimum of 10 evaluable teeth, capacity to do their personal dental hygiene. However, there were some exclusion criteria as well. For example, it not supposed to be the existing stroke, uncontrolled hypertension, diabetes, chronic depression, do not take anti-inflammatory medications. In my opinion, it was a small sample.
4. Is the experimental therapy compared appropriately to the control therapy? Describe and evaluate the use of the control group. 
In this exact experiment it was not any control group. It was just one sample. After some measurements of periodontal tissue, and after MRI images of the brain was taken, the researchers created the table of the results and did statistical analysis. After that, they made the conclusion about the topic of this study.

5.	Is the investigation of sufficient duration? Evaluate, and explain your reasoning.
         I would like to say that it was not enough time, because when it is cross-section experiment, it is one time, short-time experiment. I can suggest continue of checking this sample during few more years and every 3-6 months recall these persons for check- up and  commit any changes in the periodontal conditions vs. MRI images of the brain and notice if it is in the progress, regress or stable. 
Results and Discussion
1. Have the research questions or hypothesis been answered? Restate the research questions and/or hypotheses in your own words, and describe if or how they are answered.  
The hypothesis was proved, according to the results interpretation. The researchers found the correlation between constant (chronic) peripheral inflammation/infection (periodontal) could lead to inflammation in the brain. At the same time, they did not find any connection between BOP (active periodontal disease) and cognitive dysfunctions of person. 

2. Review the results in light of the stated objectives.  Does the study reveal what the researcher intended? 
   The study reveal what the researchers intended. The question that was state in the beginning of the study was answered. The hypothesis was proved. The researchers found the correlation between long-term periodontal disease and amyloid accumulation in the brain in areas in patients with AD. 

3. Do you agree or disagree with the article and findings? Explain why?
    In general I would say that I am agreed with the article findings. However, some of them were surprise for me. For example, the interesting fact for me was that the strongest correlation between measures of periodontal disease and amyloid retention was in CAL 3mm, while in CAL 4 is not so strong and significant. Also, the interesting fact was that the current inflammation is not significant, more important effect is when the inflammation is chronic (long term).
4. What would you change in the article? Why?  Think outside of the box. What would you add or delete. 
      I would change in this article the number of characteristics that was tested (Table 1). In my opinion, it was lots of requirement inclusion and exclusion criteria for sample. Also, I think that it was not enough sample size. Finally, I would say that in the most cross-section studies, it is not enough time to make strong evidences and conclusions about the topic of their study. 
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